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on March 21; the United States will issue
a similar stamp on the opening day of the
World Food Congress, June 4. An ambas-
sador’s dinner program is planned for March
21 in Washington, to which will be invited
the representatives of more than 100 coun-
tries that will participate in the World Food
Congress, along with the representatives of
nongovernmental organizations that are in-
terested in the objectives of the foundation.
The program will be featured by a simple
menu, speeches on the subject of hunger by
important world figures, and musical enter-
tainment. This dinner program is symbolic
of similar luncheon and dinner programs to
be held throughout the United States by
educational, civie, and religious groups dur-
ing the week. A part of these programs
should include a contribution to be given
in the name of the freedom-from-hunger
campaign to some charitable organization
for agricultural projects in the developing
countries, This carries out a primary ob-
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jective of the campaign to promote greater
agricultural development In areas of under-
development.

There are a number of things which in-
dividuals and their organizations can do to
participate in this activity. These include:

(a) Provide the wuse of organizational
media to publicize the event and distribute
freedom-for-hunger literature among your
associates.

{b) Invite the cooperation of local news-
papers, radlo, and TV and furnish them with
material on the event.

(¢) Plan an unseen-guest luncheon or
dinner program. Consider the hungry peo-
ple of Latin America, Asia, and Africa as
your unseen guests. Have a simple menu
(possibly include a national dish from one
of those countries), invite a local speaker on
the theme of world hunger, set up an exhibit
and send a contribution to a favorite charity
for overseas development work in the name
of the freedom-from-hunger campaign.
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(d) Arrange an exhibit in a place fre-
quented by the public.

(e) Use freedom-from-hunger seals and
special postmark cancellations for business
mailings.

(f) Invite the participation of church,
school, business, and industrial groups.
Even at home you can set an extra place for
an unseen guest.

Above all, let us hope that all individuals
shall share In this program by committing
themselves to some personal action on be-
half of the long-range objectives of the
campalgn. Whether this action be symbolic
or concrete, the success of Freedom From
Hunger Week depends upon large-scale in-
dividual participation.

Citizens are urged to write to this com-
mittee at the following address: American
Freedom from Hunger Foundation, Inc., 700
Jackson Place, NW., Washington, D.C.

Harry W. EDWARDS,
Executive Director.

SENATE

WEeDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 20, 1963

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Vice
President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer.

Almighty God, turning to this altar of
Thy grace, from all the divisive foreces in
the world about us, which tear and sepa-~
rate and push apart, we would that Thou
shouldst send us out to our differing, and
often our dflicult work, hoping all
things and enduring all things. Save us
from giving to the tasks that await us
anything less than our truest and best.
Deliver us from any failure of self-con-
trol and from unworthy words spoken in
haste or in passion.

With clear eyes may we see Thee as
our Father, our fellows near and far as
our neighbors, and ourselves as our
brother's keeper.

In that vision splendid of Divine Fa-
therhood, and of human brotherhood,
may we dream our dreams, fashion our
lives, enact our laws, build our Nation,
and plan our world unti! this shadowed
earth, which is our home, rolls out of
the darkness into the light and it is
daybreak everywhere.

We ask it in the name of the One who
is the light of the world. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansFIeLp, and by
unanimous conscnt, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
February 19, 1963, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
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nominations, which was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

LIMITATION OF STATEMENTS DUR-
ING MORNING HOUR

On request of Mr. MansFIeLD, and by
unanimous consent, statements during
the morning hour were ordered limited
to 3 minutes.

SENATE PROCEDURE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, let me
state that I hope that if I am first on my
feet at the conclusion of the morning
hour, I shall be recognized. I wish to
make a statement relative to procedure
in the Senate. I assure each and every
Senator that the statement will not be
directed at any Senator in particular.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the
Chair state that if the Senator from
Montana is on his feet, and if he ad-
dresses the Chair, and if the Chair hears
the Senator's voice first, the Chair will
recognize him.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

BUILDINGS FOR OPERATIONS OF THE BUREAU OF
THE MINT

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize the construction and
equipping of buildings required in connec-
tion with the operations of the Bureau of
the Mint (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

MepicAL CARE FOR CERTAIN COAST AND GEO-
pETIC SURVEY RETIRED SmHIPS’ OFFICERS AND
CrEwW MEMBERS AND THEIR DEFENDENTS
A letter from the Acting Secretary of Com-

merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg-

islation to provide medical care for certain

Coast and Geodetic Survey retired shlps’

officers and erew members and their depend-

ents, and for other purposes (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on Com-
merce.

AMENDMENT OF DIsTRICT OF COLUMEIA PrAC-
TICAL NURsSES' LICENSING ACT

A letter from the President, Board of Com-

missioners, District of Columblia, transmit-

ting a draft of proposed legislation to amend
the District of Columbla Practical Nurses'
Licensing Act, and for other purposes (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on the District of Columbia,

REPORT ON REVIEW OF CERTAIN RELOCATION
CosTs INCURRED BY CONTRACTORS WITH THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND THE NATIONAL
AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on the review of relocation
costs Incurred by contractors with the De-
partment of Defense and the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration for the
recruiting of salarled personnel who termi-
nated employment shortly after they were
hired, dated February 1963 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the State of Washington; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs:

“Whereas our Congresswoman JuLia Bur-
LER HaNSEN has Introduced in the 88th Con-
gress a measure designated as HR. 994 to
guarantee electric consumers In the Pacific
Northwest first call on electric energy gener-
ated at Federal hydroelectric plants in this
region and to guarantee consumers of elec-
tricity in other regions reciprocal priority;
and

“Whereas 1t 1s essentlal that the resources
of this State and reglon be preserved and
protected in order to assure the proper eco-
nomic growth of this section of the Nation
and to promote the economic well-being of
our citizens; and

“Whereas the abundant hydroelectric
power resource of the Pacific Northwest is
a major asset to the area and provides as-
surance for expansion of industrial activity
and consequent additional employment op-
portunity which is vital to needs of our
burgeoning population; and

“Whereas proper utilization and develop-
ment of our resources and economy demands
that all possible hydroelectric power be
available for such purpose: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved Ly the house of representatives,
That this body respectfully petitions that
the 88th Congress of the United States enact
the necessary leglslatlon embodied In H.R.
904 and thereby insure to the peoples of
the Pacific Northwest that there will be full
and adequate opportunity to properly pro-
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mote our resource wealth in the best interest
of all the people of this reglon of the United
States; and be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
transmitted by the chief clerk of the house
to the Honorable John F. Kennedy, President
of the United States, the President of the
U.S. Senate, the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and to each Member of Con-
gress from the State of Washington.

“8. R. HoLcoMs,
“Chief Clerk, House of Representatives.”

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the State of Illinois; to the Com-
mittee on Finance:

“Hovuse REsoLUTION 32

“Whereas the education of every child
in our Nation is an investment in our
greatest natural resource, our children; and

“Whereas the schools of our Nation, both
public and private, are in great need of
financlal aid; and

“Whereas direct governmental financial
ald to private schools is extremely limited
by the Constitution of the United States:
Therefore be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the 73d General Assembly of the State of
Illinois, That the Congress of the United
States of America be hereby memorialized to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
as follows:

“1. Allow each taxpayer an income tax de-
duction of specified percent of his income
for his contributions to educational insti-
tutions; except that a deduction shall not be
allowed for contributions to any school, or
school district or other school boundary
which (a) does not meet the minimum man-
agement or educational standards set by the
State In which the school, or school district
or other school boundary is located; or (b)
which discriminates in the admission of
students on the basis of race or color; or
(c) which segregates admitted students on
the basis of race or color.

“2. Each taxpayer claiming a deduction for
contributions to educational institutions be
required (a) to Identify each school, or
school district or other school boundary, to
which contributions were made; (b) to in-
dicate the amount of the contribution to
each school, school district or other school
boundary; and (¢) to enclose a signed re-
ceipt from each donee, or & money order re-
ceipt identifying the donee as the payee of
the order, or a processed check or draft iden-
tifying the donee as the payee.

“Resolved further, That coples of this pre-
amble and resolution be forwarded by the
Becretary of State to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President
of the Senate of the present Congress of the
United States, and to each Congressman and
Senator from the State of Illinois.

“Adopted by the house February 13, 1963.

“Jorn W.LEwIs, Jr.,
“Speaker, House of Representatives.
“FrEDRIC B. SELIKE,
“Clerk, House of Representatives

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the State of Eentucky; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations:

“House RESOLUTION 14
“Resolution wurging Congress to continue
support of the tobacco research program
at the Agricultural Science Center of the

University of Kentucky

“Whereas during 1960 and 1961 there was
appropriated and allocated by the general
assembly for an agricultural science center at
the University of Eentucky and for tobacco
research at such center more than $1 mil-
lion; and

“Whereas the Governor of this Common-
wealth subsequently made avallable an addi-
tional $1 million for construction and re-
search at such center; and
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“Whereas In 1962 there was appropriated
and allocated by the general assembly more
than $2 million for construction and research
at such center; and

“Whereas the Congress of the United
States has appropriated since 1960 more
than $200,000 each year to the Agricultural
Research Service for tobacco research, a large
portion of which has been allocated to the
Agricultural Research Center of the Univer-
sity of Eentucky for this project; and

“Whereas tobacco ranks fifth as a crop in
terms of income to farm families, and pro-
vides the raw material for one of the major
industries in the United States; and

“Whereas tobacco taxes contribute ap-
proximately $2.5 billion annually to the sup-
port of Federal, State, and local govern-
ments; and

“Whereas scientific and technical changes
have greatly affected American agriculture as
a whole, but tobacco has been heretofore
neglected in terms of an adequate scientific
research program; and

“Whereas extensive construction has al-
ready been accomplished at the Agricultural
Science Center of the University of Kentucky;
new tobacco research is already underway at
such center; and such center is now provided
and equipped for that purpose with expen-
sive scientific equipment specifically devel-
oped for tobacco research, including environ-
mental control wunits, spectrophotometers,
straln gage controls, time lapse cameras,
dynamic test machines and precision strain
gage load controls; and

“Whereas continuance of the tobacco re-
search program at the Agricultural Science
Cenier of the University of Kentucky would
be to the advantage of this Commonwealth
and the Nation generally, by avoiding uneco-
nomical duplication of research efforts and
expenses incident thereto: Now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the General Assembly of the Common-
wealth of Kentucky:

“SecrioNn 1. The Congress of the United
States and the Department of Agriculture of
the United States are urged to continue
their support, through adequate appropria-
tions and allocations, of tobacco research on
all kinds of tobacco at the Agricultural Seci-
ence Center of the Unlversity of Kentucky,
supplementing appropriations and alloca-
tions heretofore made and hereafter to be
made by this Commonwealth.

“Sec. 2. The clerk of the house of repre-
sentatives shall send a copy of this resolu-
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tion to the presiding officer and chief clerk
of each Chamber of the Congress of the
United States, to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture of the United States, and to each mem-
ber of the Eentucky congressional delega-
tion.”

A resolution adopted by the Federation of
Lithuanian-American R. C. Societies, of Day-
ton, Ohio, favoring action by the United
States to effect the liberation of Lithuania
and the other enslaved nations behind the
Iron Curtain; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON
REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES—FED-
ERAL STOCEPILE INVENTORIES

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
as chairman of the Joint Committes on
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex-
penditures, I submit a report on Federal
stockpile inventories as of December
1962. I ask unanimous consent to have
the report printed in the Recorp, to-
gether with a statement by me.

There being no objection, the report
and statement were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

FEDERAL STOCKPILE INVENTORIES, DECEMBER
1962

INTRODUCTION

This is the 37th in a series of monthly re-
ports on Federal stockpile inventories. It is
for the month of December 1962,

The report is compiled from official data
on quantities and cost value of commodities
in these stockpiles submitted to the Joint
Committee on Reduction of Nonessential
Federal Expenditures by the Departments of
Agriculture, Defense, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and the General Services Ad-
ministration.

The cost value of materials in Inventories
covered in this report, as of December 1,
1962, totaled $14,439,051,008, and as of De-
cember 31, 1962, they totaled $14,351,084,895,
a net decrease of $87966,113 during the
month.

Different units of measure make it Impos-
sible to summarize the quantities of com-
modities and materials which are shown in
tables 1, 2, 3, and 4, but the cost value figures
are summarized by major category, as
follows:

Summary of cost value of stockpile invenlories by major calegory

Beglnning of | End of month, | Net change
Mnajor category mon Deec. 31, 1962 durin;
1, 1962 montﬁ
Strategic and critical materials:
National stockpile 1__ $5,803, 880, 000 | $5, 888,003,600 | —$4, 985, 400
Defense Production Act 1, 602, 185, 400 | 1, 500, 603, 800 -1, 681, 500
Supplemental—harter 1, 201, 140, 743 I 293 441, 167 47,300,424
Total, strategic and critical materials ! oo ceemeee 8,687,215, 143 | 8, 687, 048, 667 733, 524
Agricultural commodities:
Price support inventory. .. 5,321,248, 551 | 5,232 350,708 | —88, 888, 843
Inventory transferred from national stockpile ' oo ooooooo_ 128, 255, 426 128, 232, 289 —23,137
Total, agricultural dities 1. 5,449, 508,977 | 5, 300, 501,907 | —88, 611,980
Civil defense supplies and equipment:
Civil defense stockpila, url.‘m.oat of Defense_._ ... _..___... 29, 561, 190 31, 228, 342 41, 667, 152
Civil defense medical ile, Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare 176, 900, 698 176, 922, 580 -+21, 891
Total, civil defense supplies and equipment 206, 461, 888 208,150,931 |  -+1,689, 043
Machine tools:
Defense Production Act. .. 2, 230, 800  EOR BRI e
National Industrial Reserve Act 93, 639, 200 92, 162, 500 —1, 476, 700
Total, tools_. e 95, 870, 000 94, 393, 300 —1, 476, 700
Total, all inventories. | 14,439, 051,008 | 14,351, 084,805 | —&7, 966,113

1Cotton inventory valued at $128,400,100 withdrawn from the national stockpile and transferred to Commodity
Credit Corporation for disposal, pumuant to Public Law 87-548, during August 1962,
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Detailed tables in this report show each
commodity, by the major categories sum-
marized above, in terms of quantity and cost
value as of the beginning and end of the
month. Net change figures reflect acquisi-
tions, disposals, and accounting and other
adjustments during the month.

The cost value figures represent generally
the original acquisition cost of the com-
modities delivered to permanent storage lo-
cations, together with certain packaging,
processing, upgrading, etc., costs as carried
in agency Inventory accounts. Quantities
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are stated in the designated stockpile unit of
measure.

The appendix to this report includes pro-
gram descriptions and statutory -citations
pertinent to each stockpile inventory within
the major categories.

The stockpile inventories covered by the
report are tabulated in detail as follows:

Table 1: Strategic and critical materials
inventories (all grades), December 1962
(showing by commodity net changes during
the month in terms of cost value and quan-
tity, and excesses over maximum objectives
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in terms of quantity as of the end of the
month).

Table 2: Agricultural commodities inven-
tories, December 1962 (showing by commod-
ity net changes during the month in terms
of cost value and quantity).

Table 3: Civil defense supplies and equip-
ment inventories, December 1962 (showing
by item net changes during the month in
terms of cost value and quantity).

Table 4: Machine tools inventories, De-
cember 1962 (showing by item net changes
during the month in terms of cost value
and quantity).

TaBLE 1.—Slralegic and eritical materials inventories (all grades), December 1962 (showing by commodity nel changes during the month
in terms of cost value and quantily, and excesses over maximum objeclives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)

Cost value Quantity
Commodity
Beginning End of Net change Unit of Beginning End of Net change | Maxirum |Excessover
of month, month, during measure of month month, uring objective ! | maximum
Dee. 1, 1962 | Dec, 31, 1962 month Dee. 1, 1 Dee, 31, 1962 month objective
Aluminum, metal:
National stockpile. ... .............| $487, 688 100 | $487, 680, 600 —4$7,500 | S8hort ton__.... 1,120, 007 1,128, 989 il 5 ok
Defense Production Aet_____.._____. 427, 261, 200 429, 227, 500 =1, 966, 300 |..... {: [ T ASHE, 843, 908 848,115 4,117 |._.._. & A
LT e e S N R 014, 949,300 | 916,908,100 | 1,958,800 |.....do......... 1,073, 006 1,077,104 +4,000 1, 200, 000 777. 104
Aluminum oxide, abrasive grain:
Bupp! ot bt | 4,769, 582 5,733, 750 +-064,168 |._.__ NI b g 16, 055 10, 288 3,233 *) 19,288
Aluminum oxide, fused, erude:
National stockpile. - o..—oo--oceee-n 21,735,100 | 21,735,100 |______________| Short dry ton_ 200,093 200,093
Bupplemental—barte , 747, 400 b e o) I G TR [1hA OLLIE, s 178, 266 178, 206
i T AR T S e 44, 482, 500 o 8o nf, o ) T S| NS S E 378, 350 ot M NS 200, 000 178, 859
Antimony:
National stockpile. ..o ocaionaaioe 20, 488, 000 20,488,000 |..............| Short ton...__ a0, zm 80,801 boncncni b e e TR
Supplemental—barter ... ococoaaoon 10, 284, 225 10, 517, 931 233,706 |.....do..______. 17, 18, 353 e PR T | T L
T e 4 ) S L (e 30, 772, 225 81, 005, 931 +233,706 |.....do...._____ 48, 256 48, 654 4308 70, 000 ®
Asbestos, amosite:
National stockpile. ... .. ... 637, 600 287800 | oconanine s fais A0 11, 705
Suppl tal—barter. i %m.m 5,200, 748 +154,695 |- doss 20, 350
20T A G R L 7, 683, 053 7,838, 348 +154,695 |..... Ao isie 32, 055
Ashestos, tile:
National stockpile. .. AL 8, 337, 700 3,855, 418,000 | Short dry ton. 6,223
Prod A 2, 102, 600 2,102,000 Ju oo s el dole - 2,348
Supy ]—barter. 3, 084, 8,084,500 | - b, 532 T e e e =2
S e e S R 9, 374, 800 0, 392, 800 +18, 000 14,103 14,102 -1 11, 000 3,102
Asbestos, crocidolite:
National stockpile. .- coceemmmaaaae 702, 100 PO s e 1, 567 1,867 |- -
Buppl tal—barter. 4, 940, 5, 648,177 702, 014 18, 042 20, 841 =+2, 709
Total 5, 642, 363 6, 345,277 +702, 914 19, 609 22,408 -+2, 790 @) 22, 408
Bauxite, metal grade, Jamaica type:
st ke oty 13,925,000 | 13,825,000 |-<eeooeeneoe 879, 740 870,740 |
Defense Production Act. ... 18, 168, 000 18,168,000 |- oeemoeeeae 1,370, 077 1, 370, 077
Suppl tal—barter 81,944,171 83, 510, £09 -+1, 566, 338 5, 307, 758 5,417, 576 <109, 818
417 U D G S i A S 114,037,171 115, 603, £09 | -1, 566, 338 7, 6567, 675 7. 667, 303 109, 818 2, 600, 000 5,067, 303
Bauxite, metal grade, Surinam type:
Natlonal stoekpile 2o oooooneee 78, 500, 600 78, 583, 200 ~7,400 |.e-- 1 | S ——— 4, 963, 651 4, 963, 468 £ 1= ) I A sl S
gt e 44800111 | 45,364,075 |  -+554064 [ do...o.o 2/865,600 | 2,897,166 | -1, 476
Total. 123,390, 711 123, 947,275 <4547, 604 |..... (s e o 7. 820, 341 7,860, 634 431,203 6, 400, 000 1, 460, 634
auxite, relractor de:
National stoc{p?i: ___________________ 11,847,800 | 11,347,800 | oo L:ms calcined 299, 279 b 1 M O R 137, 000 162,279
m.
e ) stotkotlo. . ceven 0,770,200 | 9,770,200 |--oreermrenes Short ton._... 233 T 7 Mo ST (SR 1 | TR
ai I o Act.._ 1, 425, 000 ST 4 L R PO o 2, 544 2, 544
51 barter. 22, 739, 500 22, 7309, 500 do. 11,321 3 15 1 ] S oo | [0
Total 33, 934, 700 83, 934, 700 PR [ 37,008 oy e 23,100 18, 908
Beryllium metal:
5 ppl tal—barter 8,006, 106 8, 469, 095 60 73 +4 m 73
Bismuth:
N tockp! 2, 674, 300 2, 674, 300 1, 342, 402 1,342, 402
g e 52, 400 52, 400 22, 501 22 801
I—barter, 5, 515, 200 5,515, 200 2,606, 493 2, 5006, 403
Total e 8, 241, 900 8, 241, 900 8,871,796 3,870,798 |l 3,000, 000 871,796
Cadminm*
Nutional Stockpile. . o ocococeemomanaen 21,260,000 | 21,260,000 |.oeeoee oo ooens do 10,820,640 | 10,829, 640 s
e s e e 12,257,125 | 12,310,663 | FE3598 | ldo.-o| 7,416,927 | 7,448,989 | Y35 002
e T S R S R RS 33,517,125 33, 570, 663 53, 638 do. 18, 246, 567 18, 278, 620 432,062 6,500,000 | 11,778,629

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLe 1—Strategic and critical materials inventories (all grades), December 1962 (showing by eommodity net changes during the month
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in lerms of cost value and quantily, and excesses over mazimum objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)—Continued
Cost value Quantity
Commodit;
¥ Beginning End of Net change Unit of Beginni End of Net change | Maximum | Excess over
of month, month, durlntg measure of month, month durin objective ! | maximum
Dec. 1, 1962 | Dec, 51,1062 | mon Dec. 1, 1962 | Dec. 31,1962 [  mon objective
Castor oil:
Natfonal stockpile. o e cevnmaeeaae $55, 845, 500 §55, 663, 100 —$182,400 | Pound_......._ 216,552,323 | 215, 755, 283 =707, 040 08, 000, 000 | 147, 755, 283
Celestite:
National stockpile. . .c.ocooooocmmanas 1, 412, 300 1,402,300 | e Bhort dry ton. 28, 816 28, B16 22, 000 6,816
h , chemical grade:
& rglfi?gn:l ‘EFM?PE}:‘ . 12, 286, 800 12, 288,800 4. - ot 1 550, 452 559, 452
Supplemental—barter ... .__..co.... 19, 920, 084 20, 200, +-280,012 | do. 590, 626 608, 625 417, 099
Total 32, 206, 884 32, 487, 706 -+280,912 |..... Ui [ A 1, 150, 078 1, 168, 077 417, 909 475, 000 693, 077
Chromite, metallurgical grade:
Natiunﬁe"mr'ﬁh 264, 771,600 | 264, 771, 600 [ AR 3,799,182 3,700,182 |__
Defl Production Act_ 35, 879, 900 35,870,800 | . .. ..]—--- Ao 085, 646 085, 646
1 tal—barter . 224,021,191 224, 616, 657 505,466 |.....do........ 1,527,272 1, 543, 109 185, 837
Total 524, 672, 601 625,268,157 595, 466 |..._. - | e 6, 312, 100 6, 327, 987 15, 837 2,700, 000 3,627,937
hr 2
C ?qml{-!. @mlf““‘ 25,140,300 | 25,140, 300 do.o—eeena| 1,047,150 1,047,150
Suppl tal—barter___ 5, 320, 800 B, 320, 8OO o L S e 189, 623 L L Y e e
Total 30, 470, 100 30, 470, 100 1,238, 782 1,286,782 | oo 1, 300, 000 (0]
Cobalt:
National stockplle. _____ ... oeeeoo 169, 622,000 | 160,507,900 | —115000 | Pound........ 76, 874, 632 6, BAT, 933 —26, 699
Defense Production Act oo 52, 076, 600 52, 076, 600 0. - —ece.a| 26,195,172 25, 195, 172
3 ! tal—barter . 2, 169, 000 2, 169, 000 1,077,018 1,077,018
Total 223,868, 500 | 223,753,500 | —115,000 |.....d0. ... 108, 146, 108, 120, 123 —206, 690 19,000,000 | 84,120,123
Coconut oil:
National stockpile 17, 503, 000 17, 501, 500 -1, 500 | ... do________| 116,088, 033 116, 088, 033 (0] 116, 088, 033
Colemanite:
Supplemental—barter. ........ccaean 2, 636, 400 2,086,400 | ocooiiaaaacas Long dry ton.. 67, 636 67, 636 m 67, 636
Columbium;
© National st00kp.IB. - <wmmemmmsmmemee 850,700 23,560, 400 +700 | Pound........ 7,480,422 | 7,488,072 —450
Delense Production Act.. 50, 255, —16,400 |.._._do....._... 8, 273, 086 8,222, 684 =51, 302
Supplemental—bartere . ceeeeemaea- ¥ 708, it RO do 388, 877 388, 877 g
Total 74, 930, 500 74, 014, 800 —15, 700 |...-. L1 L DR 2 16,152, 285 16, 100, 533 —51,752 1,000,000 | 14, 200, 533
Copper:
ﬁe:liona. Ll | e e e 522,127,800| 522, 204, 700 76,900 | Short ton..... 1,008, 351 1,008, 351
Dele Production Act 63, 954, 63, 521, 500 —432,700 |..... [ R 114, 222 113, 430 —T792
Suppl tal 8, 242,503 8, 242,803 do. R 12,381 12,381
Total 504,324,503 | 508, 060, 003 —3855,800 |..... e 1,134, 954 1,134,162 —792 1, 000, 000 134,162
Cordage fibers, abaca:
National stockpile. ... ______. 38, 165,300 | 38, 201, 200 125,900 | Pound........ 151,750,469 | 151,852,725 -4-98,256 | 150, 000, 000 1,852,725
Cordage fibers, sisal:
National siockpﬂe .................. 43, 054, 800 43, 582, 600 —372,200 |____. o 323,034,046 | 321,857,014 | —1,177,032 | 320, 000, 000 1,857,014
Corundum:
Nationa stockpile. .- 393, 100 303, 100 Bhort ton..... 2,008 2,008 2,000 8
Cryolite:
Dell Production Act 8, 586, 300 8, 284, 900 —301,400 |..... [+ AR 31,005 30, 003 =1,002 &) 30, 003
Diamond dies:
National stockpile. .. - ooeeeeeee e 462, 800 462, 800 Piece 14, 008 14, 098 25, 000 @)
Diamond, industrial, crushing bort:
National kpi 61, 609, 500 61, 609, 500 Carat._ 31,113,411 31,113,411
Bupplemental—barter . e 15,456, 700 15, 456, 700 do, 5, 523, 748 5, 523, 748
Total 77,086, 200 | 77,066, 200 do 36,637,150 | 36,637,159 30,000,000 | 6,637,159
Diamond, industrial, stones:
National stockpile 100, 047, 500 | 100, 501, 500 <454, 000 9, 270, 894 9, 315, 183 44, 289
Buppl tal—barter 184, 603 | 185, 966, 660 097, 067 15,241, 034 15, 394, T44 +153, 710
Total 285,037,108 | 286,468,160 | 41,431,067 24,511,928 | 24,709,927 +197, 009 18, 000, 000 6, 700, 027
Diamond tools:
National stockplle. .. oo 1,015, 400 1,015, 400 Piece. 64,178 [ 90 g e @ 64,178
Feathers and down:
National stockpile 38,846,200 | 38,851,100 44,900 | Pound..____.. 9, 376, 656 O, 376,858 |- 8,800, 000 576, 656
Fluorspar, acid =
National stockpile 26, 167, 500 26, 167, 500 Bhort dry ton_ 463, 049 463,049 |.
Defe Production Act , 394, 400 1, 394, do. 19, 700 16, 700 |-
Supp tal—barter 452, 400 33, 452, 400 do. 673, 232 678,232 |-
Total 61, 014, 300 61, 014, 300 do.. 1,155, 981 1,166,081 | 280, 000 875, 081
Fluorspar, metn]luﬁﬂ.l grade:
National stockpile_ _ . ... ___..____ 17, 332, 400 17,880,400 J.oio oo A s 360, 443 360, 443
Suppl l—barter. . 1, 508, 100 1, 508, 100 o TR 42, 800 42, 800
Taotal 18, 840, 500 18, 840, 500 do. 412, 243 [0 T 7Y 375, 000 37,243

See footnotes at end of table.
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TaprLe 1.—Siraiegic and critical materials inventories (all grades), December 1962 (showing by commodity net changes durin%ozhe.momh
in terms of eost value and quantity, and excesses over maximum objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)—Continued
Cost value Quantity
Seinmodify Beginning | Endof | Netchange | Unitof Beginning | Endo. | Netchange | Maximum |Excessover
of month month, duri.ntg measure of month month, durin objective ! | maximum
Dec. 1, 1962 | Dec. 31, 1962 mon Dee. 1, 1962 | Dee. 31, 1962 mont! objective
Gi'aphlte. natural, Ceylon, amorphous
N Ational stookplle. . .- onnnceeemne $037,000 | $937,900 Short dry ton. 4,455 4,45
Supplemental—barter. . ..ceeceeannn 341, 200 341, 200 do.. 1,428 1,428
Total.. 1,279,100 U R [ Sl Aoz e 5,883 5,883 3, 600 2,283
Gr}mm‘hite. natural, Madagascar, crystal-
2l
National stockpile. .- eeemeoaameeaee 7,125, 900 7,121, 800 —$4,100 |- {1 [ P 34,571 34, 551 —20
Supplemental—barter- .- cccecaeaa- 64, 300 90, 736 +26,436 | A0G e 685 826 +-241
Total 7,190, 200 7,212, 536 422,336 |- 0= 35, 156 35,377 “+22 17,200 18,177
Gmg}aite, natural, other, crystalline:
ational I o i 1, 898, 400 1, 806, 400 do 5, 487 ) RSN e 2,100 3,887
Hydrochloride of quinine:
y National stockpile. . coccmuommmmaanee 1, 400 1,400 |...-- Ounce.- - 103 M08 | it @ 103
National stockpile_ - ooooooeee 30, 600 30,600 |_. do_. 2,100 2,100 2,100 ®
Todine:
National stockpile. . .__ooooooooooee 4,082, 000 4,082, 000 Pound 2,077, 648 2,077, 648
Suppl tal—barter. - - ccoeeeree 1,020, 048 1,020,048 |..... do 996, 084 060, 884
Total 5,102,048 5,102,048 —----do 3,974, 032 3,074, 632 4,300, 000 ™)
Iridium:
National stoekpile. - occoeeeeeoacaaean 2, 525, 800 T Troy ounce... 18, 937 13, 937 4,000 9,037
Jewel bearings:
National stockplle. .o ooooooaamnan 3,775,100 3, 80G, 800 430,700 | Piece .ccauaa-- 51,007, 767 51,087, 267 29, 500 &7, 500, 000 0]
Kyanite-mullite:
National stockpile- - ... oo.oooooo-. £33, 000 £28, 700 —4,300 | Short dry ton. 9, 635 9, 585 —50 4, 800 4,785
Lead:
National stockpil 319,208,100 | 319, 208, 100 Short ton_____ 1,080, 370 1,050, 370
Defense Production Act__ 2, 751, 100 2,751, 100 do 7,262 7,262
Bupplemental—barter 78,127,800 | 78,127,500 do ; 827,098
Total 400,177,000 | 400,177,000 —eeodo 1,385, 630 188N B0 ). 286,000 | 1,099, 630
um:
ﬁaﬂonal BUORPIIS  - e e s e 131, 520, 500 | 131, 434, 200 —86,300 |.._.. ah ool 181, 292 181,052 —240 107, 000 74,052
ese, bat ade, natural ore:
atlonal mé“g for e | an025,500 | 21,025, 500 do 144, 485 144, 485
Buppl tal 3, 14,100,137 | 14,109,137 do 137, 671 137, 671
Total 35, 134, 637 35, 134, 637 do 282, 156 282, 156 50, 000 232,156
ﬂmmnde battery grade, synthetic
National D6 i 3,005, 500 20050 Short dry ton_. 21,272 21, 272
Defense Production Act.__ 2, 523, 600 2, 523, 600 R T 3,719 3,779
Total | 5,619,100 5,619, 100 do 25, 051 25, 051 20, 000 5,051
i cal grade, type A
National stockpile. .. o ocoeoeeoeecnnn 2,133, 300 2,133, 300 do. 29, 307 29, 307
ppl barter 7,134, 700 7, 134, 700 do 103, 781 108, 731
Total 9, 268, 000 9, 268, 000 do. 138, 038 188,088 | .o e 30, 000 103, 038
Manganese, chemical grade, type B:
ational stockpile_ . . o comeeececaaae 132, 600 132, 600 do p 1,822 | __.
I tal—bar 6, 833, 200 6,833, 200 do 99, 016 99, 016
6, 965, 800 6, 065, 800 do. 100, 838 100, 838 53, 000 47,838
248,331,000 | 248, 310, 000 5,852, 5, 852, 002 —222
179, 460, 176, 710, 900 3,100, 128 3, 056, 771 —52, 357
225,437,402 | 225, 693, 708 3,288, 648 8, 238, 648
Total 653,228,902 | 650,714,608 | —2,514,204 | ____do....._.._ 12, 200, 000 12,147,421 —52, 579 6, 800, 000 5, 847, 421
Mercury:
National stockpil 20, 039, 500 20, 039, 500 Flask_. 129, 525 129, 525
SBupplemental—barter_.... . ooonao 8, 446, 200 3,446, 200 -0 16, 000 16, 000
Total 28, 485, 700 23, 485, 700 do 145, 5256 145, 525 110, 000 85, 525
Mm# muscovite block:
‘National stockpfle__ . _._...........| 27,644,200 | 27,644,200 |..............| Pound________ 11,626,674 | 11,626, 674
Defense Production Act 40,860,300 | 40, 888, 800 6, 455, 23 6, 458, 384 43,152
Suppl tal—barter_ 4,190, 527 4,271,120 | 480,508 |_____do_______. 1,281, 640 1, 301, 300 19, 660
MPakals s ot e 72,605,027 | 72,804,120 | <4-100,008 |____.do______.. 10,363,546 | 19,386,358 +22, 812 8,300,000 | 11,086,358
% ?ﬁ%ﬂ: 9, 058, 100 9,058, 100 1,733,083 1,733, 083
ation: |- S ' . 0 » »
Defense Production 633, 400 300 102, 679 102, 679
B 1 tal—barter_ 842, 405 847,015 : 86, 785 87,285 -+500
Total 10, 533, 905 10, 538, 415 +4,510 | ... [ [ S 1, 922, 547 1,928,047 500 1, 300, 000 623, 047

Bee footnotes at end of table.
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in terms of cost value and quantity, and excesses over maximum objectives in terms of quantity as of the end of the month)—Continued
Cost value Quantity
Commodi
y Beginning End of Net change Unit of Beginning End of Net change | Maximum | Excess over
of month month, during measure of month month, durlnlg objective ! | maximum
Dec. 1, 1962 | Dec. 31, 1962 |  month Dec. 1, 1062 | Dec. 31, 1962 |  mon objective
Miea, muscovite splittings:
National Stockpile. . o.veeeeoeaooaaaan $40, 508, 300 |  $40, 508, 300 Pound..._.... 40, 040, 204 40, 040, 204
Supplemental—barter. . ......-.--.- 6,225,500 | 6,225,800 do 4,826,257 | 4,826,257
Total 46, 824, 100 468,100 1. . e b {1 [ SpeEell 44, 868, 551 44, 866, 551 21,200,000 | 23, 666, 551
Mica, phl hlock:
Ritlons) Stockpie 303,600 503,000 .. ... | 0. 228,126 28,196 | 17,000 | 208,128
M["ii phlogopite splittings:
tional stockplle. . ooeccceacaaaaaa 2 500 2, 580, 500 i eealO o 3,079, 062 079, 062 .2
nlen 'kp‘*--‘..,-tn- 1, ﬁ 642 1, 933, 807 +$83,165 |- e 1, 620, 680 ?,'G'm. 878 52, 889 )
Total 4,431, 142 4, 514, 307 483,165 |- do_--.....| 4,700,051 4,752, 040 452, 889 1,700,000 | 3,052, 940
Molybdenum:
National stockpile. o cccemmecccaaaeee 89, 184, 400 b LGB e SR R, #4, 062, 802 B4, 062, 802 59,000,000 | 25, 062, 802
Nickel:
National stockpile. _oeeooommeeaaaaana 182, 008, 800 | 182, M4, 400 =04, 400 do. 334, 513,624 | 334, 354, 431 —159,193 ~
Defense Pr "kp‘inn Act 105, 144, 900 | 105, 068, 800 =76, 100 |.--.. do. .- ... 112,224,780 112.093:%9 —144, 520 i
Total 287,243, 700 | 287, 073, 200 =170, 500 |..... o e 446, 738,413 | 446, 434, 700 =308, 713 | 323,000,000 | 123, 434, 700
Opium:
National stockpile 13, 661, 700 13, 661, 700 S [ N P 165, 757 i ) ESERCE ISR SR 172, 800 22, 957
Palladium:
National stockpile. ..-e-cevcecaaneean| 2,079,000 2, 079, 000 89, 811 89, 811
Defense Production Acte-ceeemene- 177, 300 177, 300 7. 884 7,884
Supplemental— 12,170,200 | 12,170,200 648, 124 648,124
Total 14, 426, 500 | 14, 426, 500 -2 (i Ts il 745, 819 TR 340, 000 405, 819
Palm oil:
National stockplle. .cc-cemmrmmmenenen 5, 148, 200 B, 148, 200 Pound........ 28, 604, 089 28,604,080 | oo (U] 28, 604, 080
Platinum:
National stockpile. . ccemeamcmnamnnnax 56, 879, 000 56, 879, 900 Troy ounce-.. 716, 343 716, 343
Supy l—barter. 4, 024, 500 4,024, 500 L R 48, 999 49, 999
Total 60, 904, 400 60, 904, 400 do. . 766, 342 766, 342 165, 000 601, 342
Pyrethrum:
National stockpile. - oeccmeacmnaaanaax 415, 000 415, 000 Pound 66, 188 66, 188 66, 000 138
uartz tals:
e R 60,625,500 | 69, 625, 500 0| BoaT22| seame| . .
Supp) 1—barter 8,128,684 | 3,128,684 do 232, 252 232,252 | __T__
Total. 72,754,184 TR | e do el 5, 870, 44 BB B 650, 000 5,220, 544
Quinidine:
National stockpile. - oo eeeeeaaeeaeas 2,160, 800 2,108, 200 —57,600 | Ounce......... 1, 873, 877 1,823, 377 50, 000 1, 600, 000 203, 377
ainine:
Q National stockpile. . ccveeeucoccncnaes 4,828, 400 4,828,400 do 7,033,732 L 3 PR (%) 7,033, 732
earths:
National stockpile 7,134, 900 7,134, 900 8hort dry ton. 10, 042 ) L b s
Supplemental—barter. 5, 489, B59 5, 534, 532 +44,673 do 5,730 6, 042 a3 o
Total 12, 624, 759 12, 669, 432 -+44, 673 do. 15, 781 16, 084 +303 5,700 10, 384
Rare earths residue:
Deli Pri i S 6657, 800 657,800 |.cooaaaaoiie Poundi oo 6, 085, 570 6,085,670 |..oocucmunasa.! (0] @, 085, 570
hodium:
National stockpile. oo oo oeoceaeeae 78,100 78,100 Troy ounce.... 621 621 ® 621
Rubber:
National stockpile. ..ooococoicaamnn. 805, 534, 800 | 802,216,200 | —3,318,600 | Long ton....__| 1,041,745 1,087,438 —4,307 750, 000 287, 438
Ruthenium:
Bupplemental—barter e ceeccccaae 559, 500 859,600 |ocoeoecaieaaee Troy ounece. .. 15,001 15,001 ) 15, 001
Rutile:
Natlonal stockpile 2,070,100 | 2,070,100 Shortdry ton.. 18, 500 18, 599
Defense Production Aet. .. .. 2,725,100 2,725, 100 do. 17, 562 17, 602
tal—bar 1,061, 300 L 061, do 11, 632 11, 632
Total 5, 856, 500 5, 856, 500 do 47,823 47, 65, 000
Sap;li?iru and ruby:
tional stockpile 190, 000 190,000 |- --ummammmnnn Carat....-c.- 16, 187, 500 16, 187, 500 18, 000, 000
leninm:
National stockpile. - cccommeaacanaan 757,100 757,100 Pound.._...... 07, 100 9100 |ccacaans
Suppl tal—barter. 1, 070, 500 1,070, do 156, 518 156, 518 |. i
Total 1, 827, 600 1, 827, 600 do. 253, 618 253, 618 400, 000 ®
Shellac:
Natlonal stockpile 8, 840, 000 8, 898, 800 =41, 100 do 17,832,134 17,750, 722 —81, 412 7,400,000 | 10,360,722
Eilicon earbide, crude:
National stockpile 11,804,500 | 11,304,500 |--oeeenoooeaen Short ton_.._. 64, 607 A O T L el RN ——
Suppl tal—barter, 26, 789, 200 26, 792, 300 +3, 100 |----- i e 131, 805 131, 805
Total 38, 183, 700 38, 188, 800 +3,100 do 106, 502 196, 502 |ocnacinpannea 100, 000 96, 502

See footnotes at end of table.
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TasLe 1.—Strategic and critical malerials invenlories (all grades), December 1962 (showing by commodity nel changes during the month
in terms of cost value and quantity, and excesses over marimum objeclives in terms of quantily as of the end of the month)—Continued
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Cost value Quantity
Commodity
Beginning End of Net change Unit of Beginning End of Net change | Maximum | Excessover
of month, month, during messure of month, month. during objective ! | maximum
Dec. 1, 1062 | Dec. 31, 1962 month Dec. 1,1962 | Dec. 31, 1962 month oblective
Bilk noils and waste:
National stockpile. - - ceeeeeeeenenas] $3,431,000 | §3,203,500 | —%168,400 | Pound........ 2,378,456 2,271,365 =107, 001 l 970,000 | 1,301,365
Bilk, raw:
National stockpile- . —--oooeoeeeeeaef 456,600 486,600 <eeendo 113, 515 ‘ 113,515 ‘ .............. ‘ 120,000 [ ®
Bperm oil:
National stockpile 4,775,400 4,775,400 S | 23,442,158 BA2188 Y. el 23,000, 000 442,158
Tale, steatite block and lump: |
National stockpile. cccemmmmeeeenecae 498, 700 08, 700 | i Short ton. ... I3 1,278 | 1,279 +1 | 300 I o7
Tale, steatite H
e . o 21,000 281,000 | 0Lt 3,501 ‘ PTYE M I @ 3,901
National | 10,906,200 | 10,505,500 —700 | Pound........ 3,428,404 | 3,922,570 ) IR0, [
Delense mmmnm A 9, 734, 400 9,734,400 |.oeeen-.... do 1, 531, 366 1, 531, 360
Supplemental—barter ... 21,100 21,100 PR, 1 £,086 8,036 5
Total 20, 661, 700 20, 661, 000 =700 | 00 4,962, 06 4,962,281 -—525 2, 420,000 2,502,281
42,000 42,000 |_____. do. B4R, 574 848, 574
14,048,022 | 15,206,216 0 7,002, 237 L 163, 037 4161, 700
14,900, 922 15, 247, 216 7,850, £11 8,012, 511 161,700 1) 8,012,511
National stockpile. e oceeeeaeeeae 827,307, 600 | 826,102, 300 268 330, 785 —1483
l—barter. 16, 404, 000 16, 404, 000 3!1;. 505 7,505
Total 843,771,600 | 842,506,300 | —1,175,300 |____. [ SRS 37,773 347,200 —483 1835, 000 162, 200
Defense Production Act..ooooeeeeee 176,804,000 | 176,804,000 .. ... ....... Short ton. ... 22, 450 22, 456
Suppl al—barter. 32,121, 600 32,122,100 +500 |.-.-- fi | Gl 9,021 9,021 |..
Total 208, 925,600 | 208, 926, 100 +500 |...-- [ ) R, 3,477 .3 S Y i P e A, 81,477
Tatg?nine:
ational stoekpile. - oo oeeeeeeeeee 4, 853, 800 4,853, 800 7, 654, 196 7,654,196 |.commeeeaeens 7,854, 106
'l‘lnﬁ_aun:
ational stockpile 360,120,300 | 360, 129, 300 120,072,509 | 120,072, 500 St
Defense Production Aet._ . 819, 408, 500 | 319, 498, 500 367, 948 78, 367, 048 e
Supplemental—barter ... ... 18, 630, 600 18, 628, 600 5, 765, 752 &, 765, 752
Total 707, 258, 700 | 707, 256, 700 204, 206,200 | 204,206,200 |._.....__..... 50,000,000 | 154,206, 209
Vanadium:
National stockpile. - eeeococemcaanaan 31,604,200 | 31,604,200 |..oooennenan el 00t 15, 758, 802 15,708,802 | - - - e ooe e 2,000,000 | 18,758,802
Vegetable tannin extract, chestnut:
National stockpile 11, 967, 700 L0 s Long ton._... 42,805 42,805 |..._.... & 30, 000 12, 895
Vegetable tannin extract, quebracho:
National stockpile : 49, 374, 200 49,874,900 |- crooemmaaaae BT T 199, 557 b SO 180, 000 l 10, 557
Vegetable tannin extract, wattle:
National stockpil 9, 092, 400 0, 992, 400 |... do. 39, 618 30,618 |-ocoeeeaas 39,000 618
o
National stockpile. oo e oceemcacanas 364,131,100 | 264,181,100 | oococoroanae Short ton...... 1,256, 012 1, 256, 012
Bupplemental—barter. .. . .oooooo.o. 79, 587, $00 , 87, do 823, 895 328, 805
Total £ .-.| 443,719,000 | 443,719,000 o cado. 1, 679, 007 LSO T 178,000 | 1,401,907
Zirconium ore, baddeleyite:
National stockpile. < oo e ceeemmanaaas 710, 600 710,800 |- cvnrrnamnsssn Bhort dry ton. 16, 533 16, 533 ()] 16, 538
Zirconium ore, zircon:
National stockpile. - ovronoeeeiaaans 457, 700 419, 000 —388,700 |ocoodOocacciaa 7,735 7,082 —653 (] 7.082
Total:
National stockpile.............|5, 8093, 889, 000 |5, 888,903, 600 | —4, 985, 400
Defense Production Act. . .....|1,502, 185, 400 |1, 500,603,900 | -1, 381,500
Suppl 1—bar 1,201, 140, 743 |1, 208,441,167 | 7,300,424
Total, strategic and eritical mate- Is.usr.m.:m 8, 687, 048, 667 4733, 524

1 Maximum objectives for strategic and critical materials are determined pursuant
and Critical Materials

Stock Piling Act (50 U.8.C. 68-98h). The

present objectives represent quantities of materials estimated to be necessary in the
event of a 3-year war in which oversea sources would not be available,

2 No present objective.
3 Not in excess of maximum objective,

fled from reports submitted by the General Services Administration

Source: Comp!
and the Department of

Agriculture,
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TasLE 2.— Agricultural commodities inventories, December 1962 (showing by commodily nel changes during the month in terms of cost value
and quaniity)
Cost-value Quantity
= End of month, | Net change Beginning of | End of month, Net d:ange
month, Dec. 31, 19062 d Unit of measure month, Dee, 31, 1962 Lﬁ
Dec. 1, 1962 mon! Dee. 1, 1962 mon
alilm;w.rl Inmtory-
$1, 240, 765, 701 | $1,213, 404,128 | —$27,271, 578 | Bushel oo oaenen 1, 068, 585, 536
Cotton extra-long staple 4, 350, 336 ale_ 15, 865
Outmn, opland 810, 591, 207 Bll), 530, 191 —61,016 do 4, 089, 181
Peanuts, farmers’ stock 89, 1, 438, 41, 349, 500 Pou.nd .......... 885, 063
Peanuts, shelled 5,474, 568 4,903, ~570, 601 26, 571, 788
Rice, milled 847, 218 T48, 926 —98, 202 85, 634
Riee, rough 95, 95, 130 18, 641
Whoat 2,045,888, 711 | 2,034, 726,416 —11, 162, 205 1, 050, 384, 674
Wheat flour. 27, 8 344, 767 {316, 801 000
Bulgur. 835, 671 811, 726 —23,045 15, 054, 500
Total, basic dities. 4,108,965, 421 | 4, 071, 444, 090 —37,521,331 | ... e - b
Destenated nonbasl dities:
Earley 785, 240 24, 275, 664 28, 780, 203 928, 208, 176 —581, 117
Grain m 637, 511, 554 616, 721, 967 597, 469, 078 579, 266, —18, 202, 096
R s 130, 438 130, 868 1, 041, 466 1, 045, 076 43, 610
Mﬂ_an b 248, 488, 400 207, 118, 200 402, 983, 632 350,701,487 | —52, 102, 145
B oil 17, 456, 683 as, 057, 025 21, 504, 505 48, 330, 056 | --26, 745, 361
Oheese. 44, 031, 302 41, 788, 549 117, 609, 230 111, 587, 560 |  —6, 021, 670
Ghee. 508, 857 737, 188 {737, 188
Milk, dried 108, 145, 831 99, 111, 757 704, 021, 825 662, 458, 005 | —41, 562, 830
Onts 9,477, 107 9, 219, 567 15, 780, 621 16, 852, 061 —437, 860
Rye.. 1, 125, 100 1,001, 744 1, 119, 095 984, 004 —135, 001
Total, designated nonbaslec commodities. - .....| 1,079,151, 754 | 1,038, 624, 228
Other nonbasic commodities:
eans, dry, edible 9, 103, 603 5, 007, T18 1, 304, 493 893, 200 —411, 203
ol ) 3088 0a7 | 87,438, 108 anolL Aol | a6, 10,040 | 3300, 733
Turpenti 907, 639 ’ 607, 639 1, 720, 744 e el el i
getable oll produet: 29, 416, 574 26, 637, 952 160, 592, 1456 145,204, 004 | ~15, 388, 141
Total, other hasi dities 133, 131, 376 121, 991, 390 —11, 139, 986
Total, price support 1 tory 5,321, 248, 551 | B, 232, 359, 708 —88, 888, 843
Inventory transferred from national stockpile: !
Cotton, E tian 108, 050 103, 050 Bale. 122,073 12078 | inaiaa
Cotton, Ataerican-Egypéian a0 om0 | o0 om0 8 R T 4] 143 18, 307 Zie
Total, Inventory transferred from national stock-
pile 128, 255, 428 128, 232, 280 —23, 137 do. 171, 416 171, 370 —46
Total, agricultural commodities.......coemaoaaaanas 5, 449, 608, 977 | 5, 360, 591, 997 —88, 911, 980 Py

1 T'ransferred from General Saervices Adminlstration pursuant to Public Law 856~96 Source: Compiled from reports submitted by the Department of Agriculture,

and Public Law 87-548. (See Appendix p. 2602.)

TasLe 3.—Civil defense supplies and equipment inventories, December 1962 (showing by item net changes during the month in terms of cost

value and quantity)
Cost value Quantity
o Boginning of | End of month,| Net change Beginning of | End of month,| Net change
of = 0 of o
mornth‘, Dec. 31, 1962 ocl Unit of measure month Dec. 31, 1962 d
Dec. 1, 1962 mon Dec. 1, 1662 mon
ot uip Dot (engine . pumps $10, 081, 391 $10, 072, 050 $9, 341 | 10-mile units. 45 45
Em“ equipmen i\meﬂfan = s —$9, et |y R 5 I TR T T St
Ohomlca]mdl:%grloglmpm 3 1, 868, 978 1, 867, 884 1, 094 )
Radiological e 17, 610, 821 10,288,408 | 41,077, 587 8)
Total 29, 561, 190 81, 228, 342 +1, 667, 162
Civil defense modlcsl ile, of Health,
I s meites mekp Department
Medical bulk stocks, and assoclated items at efvil 131, 208, 403 131, 681, 633 I N e Wk o i e o it 4 | 7 v e ara et Lo cro oty e e B e
defense mobilization warehouses.
Medical bulk stock at fact locations. 5, 449, B, 440, 502 g)
Civil defense emergency hospitals. .coeeeeeccocmaen- 38, 180, 119 38, 138, 450 —41, 660 Bh s 1, 930 L
Rezg}::ishmfnt units (functional assemblies other 1,972,674 1, 652, 095 —318,679 | (1)
Total 176, 900, 698 176, 922, 580 21, 801
Total, civil defense supplies and equipment......| 200, 461, 888 208, 150, 931 -1, 689, 043

1 Composite group of many different items.

Denarhnem ofﬁlﬂdw E

reports submitted by the Department of Defense and the
ducation, and Welfare,
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TasLE 4—Machine tools invenlories, December 1962 (showing by ilem net changes during the month in terms of cost value and quantity)

Cost value Quantity
Item
Beginning of | End of month,| Net change Beginning of | End of month, | Net change
month Dee. 31, 1062 durinz Unit of measure month Dec. 31, 1962 during
Dee. 1, 1962 month Dec. 1, 1062 month
Defense Production Aet:
In SLOTAER. .o emem e —mmaan £43, 600 4843, 600 | Tool. ; 11 +11
On lease___. $2, 187, £00 2,144, 300 —43,600 |..... A0 103 1 RANEINE SEHLRE
On loan.....-- s 42,100 LB e S TSR e ! S S SRR 7 T e
Total.... 2,200,800 | 2280800 ... ]l Ao i 110 121 +11
National Industrial Reserve Act:

In storage.... 87, 467, 700 84, 244, 100 8,125 7.7 —404
= 27,5 27, 500 X 1 e e s
On loan to other jes. . ! 763, €00 1, 865, 300 =+1,101. 500 |. 30 187 +148
On 10an £0 SCHOO] PrOZIAMS. « o oo e e cocm e mmme e 5, 350, 200 6,025, 600 645, 400 1,300 1,420 111
Total. IS A 93. 539, 200 92, 162, 500 —1,476,.700 |___.. () 1 Bas SEr 9,474 9,320 —145
Total, hine tools, 95, 870, 000 04, 393, 300 —1,476,700 |__.._ A 9, 584 9,450 —134

Bource: Compiled from reports submitted by the G | Services Administration.
APPENDIX lished pursuant to the Domestic Tungsten, The major effect on budgetary expendi-
Asbhestos, Fluorspar, and Columbium-Tan- tures is represented by the disbursements

STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS

Nati 1 stockpile talum Production and Purchase Act of 1956 for price-support loans. The largest part of

The Strategic and Critical Materials Stock
Piling Act (50 U.S.C. 98-98h) provides for
the establishment and maintenance of a na-
tional stockpile of strategic and critical ma-
terials. The General Services Administra-
tion is responsible for making purchases of
strategic and critical materials and providing
for thelr storage, security, and maintenance.
These functions are performed in accordance
with directives issued by the Director of the
Office of Emergency Planning. The act also
provides for the transfer from other Govern-
ment agencies of strategic and critical ma-
terials which are excess to the needs of such
other agencles and are required to meet the
stockpile objectives established by OEP. In
addition, the General Services Administra-
tion is responsible for disposing of those
strategic and critical materials which OEP
determines to be no longer needed for stock-
plle purposes.

General policles for strategic and critical
materials stockpiling are contained in DMO
V-1, lssued by the Director of the Office of
Emergency Planning and published in the
Federal Register of December 19, 1959 (24
F.R. 10309). Portlons of this order relate
also to Defense Production Act inventorles.

Defense Production Act

Under section 303 of the Defense Produc-
tion Act (50 U.S.C. App. 2083) and Executive
Order 10480, as amended, the General Serv-
ices Administration 1s authorized to make
purchases of or commitments to purchase
metals, minerals, and other materials, for
Government use or resale, in order to expand
productive capacity and supply, and also to
store the materials acquired as a result of
such purchases or commitments. Such
functions are carried out in accordance with
programs certified by the Director of the Of-
fice of Emergency Planning.

Supplemental—Barter

As a result of a delegation of authority
from OEP (32A CFR, ch, I, DMO V-4) the
General Services Administration is respon-
sible for the maintenance and storage of ma-
terials placed in the supplemental stockpile.
Section 206 of the Agricultural Act of 1956
(7 US.C. 1856) provides that strategic and
other materials acquired by the Commodity
Credit Corporation as a result of barter or
exchange of agricultural products, unless ac-
quired for the national stockpile or for other
purposes, shall be transferred to the supple-
mental stockpile established by section 104
(b) of the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 US.C. 1704
fby). In addition to the mat-rials which
have been or may be so acquired, the ma-
terials obtained under the programs estab-

(50 U.S.C App. 2191-2195), which terminated
December 31, 1958, have been transferred to
the supplemental stockpile, as authorized by
the provisions of sald Production and Pur-
chase Act.
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES
The price-support program

Price-support operations are carried out
under the charter powers (15 U.S.C. T14) of
the Commodity Credit Corporation, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, in conformity with the
Agricultural Act of 1948 (7 U.S.C. 1421), the
Agricultural Act of 1854 (7 USB.C. 1741),
which includes the National Wool Act of
1954, the Agricultural Act of 19568 (7 U.S.C.
1442), the Agricultural Act of 1858 and with
respect to certain types of tobacco, In con-
formity with the act of July 28, 1945, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 1312). Under the Agrl-
cultural Act of 1949, price support is man-
datory for the basic commodities—corn, cot-
ton, wheat, rice, peanuts, and tobacco—and
specific nonbasic commeodities; namely, tung
nuts, honey, milk, butterfat, and the prod-
ucts of milk and butterfat. Under the Agri-
cultural Act of 1958, as producers of corn
voted in favor of the new price-support pro-
gram for corn authorized by that act, price
suppert is mandatory for barley, oats, rye,
and grain sorghums. Price support for wool
and mohair is mandatory under the National
Wool Act of 1954, through the marketing
year ending March 31, 1066. Price support
for other nonbasic agricultural commodities
is discretionary except that, whenever the
price of either cottonseed or soybeans is sup-
ported, the price of the other must be sup-
ported at such level as the Secretary deter-
mines will cause them to compete on equal
terms on the market. This program may also
include operations to remove and dispose of
or aid in the removal or disposition of sur-
plus agricultural commodities for the pur-
pose of stabilizing prices at levels not in ex-
cess of permissible price-support levels.

Price support ls made avallable through
loans, purchase agreements, purchases, and
other operations, and, in the case of wool
and mohair, through incentive payments
based on marketings. The producer's com-
modities serve as collateral for price-support
loans. With limited exceptions, price-sup-
port loans are nonrecourse, and the Corpo-
ration looks only to the pledged or mortgaged
collateral for satlsfaction of the loan. Pur-
chase agreements generally are available dur-
ing the same period that loans are avallable.
By signing a purchase agreement, a producer
receives an optlon to sell to the Corporation
any quantity of the commodity which he
may elect within the maximum specified in
the agreement.

the commodity acquisitions under the pro-
gram result from the forfeitlng of commodi-
ties pledged as loan collateral for which the
expenditures occurred at the time of mak-
ing the loan, rather than at the time of ac-
quiring the commodities.

Dispositions of commodities acquired by
the Corporation in its price-support opera-
tions are made in compllance with sections
202, 407, and 416 of the Agricultural Act of
1049, and other applicable legislation, par-
ticularly the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691),
title I of the Agricultural Act of 1954, title
II of the Agricultural Act of 1958, the Agri-
cultural Act of 1968, the act of August 19,
1858, In the case of cornmeal and wheat flour,
and the act of September 21, 1959, with re-

gard to sales of livestock feed In emergency
areas.

Inventory transferred from national stockpile

This inventory, all cotton, was transferred
to Commodity Credit Corporation at no cost
from the national stockpile pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 86-96 and Public Law 87-548. The
proceeds from sales, less costs Incurred by
CCC, are covered Into the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts; therefore, such pro-
ceeds and costs are not recorded in the oper-
ating accounts. The cost value as shown for
this cotton has been computed on the basis
of average per bale cost of each type of cot-
ton when purchased by CCC for the national
stockpile.

CIVIL DEFENSE SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT
Civil defense stockpile

The Department of Defense conducts this
stockpiling program pursuant to section
201(h) of Public Law 920, 81st Congress,
as amended. The program is designed to
provide some of the most essential materials
to minimize the effects upon the civilian
population which would be caused by an
attack upon the United States. Supplies
and equipment normally unavallable, or
lacking in quantity needed to cope with such
conditions, are stockpiled at strategic loca-
tlons in a nationwide warehouse system con-
sisting of general storage facllities.

Civil defense medical stockpile

As authorized under Public Law 920, Blst
Congress, and following the intent of Reor-
ganization Plan No. 1, 1958, the Director,
Office of Emergency Planning, has delegated
responsibility to the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to plan and direct
operation of the medical supply portion of
the OEP stockpile. The warehousing of
the medical stockpile is principally within
the OEP warehouse system; in addition, the
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medical stockpile includes a program de-
signed to preposition emergency hospitals
and other treatment units in communities
throughout the Nation.

MACHINE TOOLS
Defense Production Act

Under section 303 of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1050 (60 U.S.C. App. 2093) and
Executive Order 10480, as amended, the
General Services Administration has ac-
quired machine tools in furtherance of ex-
rassion of productive capacity, in accord-
ance with programs certified by the Director
of the Office of Emergency Planning.

National industrial equipment reserve

Under general policies established and
directives issued by the Secretary of Defense,
the General Services Administration is re-
sponsible for care, maintenance, atilization,
transfer, leasing, lending to nonprofit
schools, disposal, transportation, repalr, res-
toration, and renovation of national indus-
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trial reserve equipment transferred to GSA
under the National Industrial Reserve Act
of 1948 (50 U.S.C. 451-462).

BTATEMENT BY BSENATOR BYRD OF VIRGINIA
STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS

The cost value of strategic and critical ma-
terials stockpiled by the Federal Government
was Increased by 8733524 during December
1952, from $3,687,215,143 to $8,687,048,667.

So-called strategic and critical materials
are stored by the Government in the na-
tlonal stockpile, the Defense Froduction Act
inventory, and the supplemental-barter
stockpile.

The President, on January 31, 1962, said
excesses in the Inventories of strategic and
critical materials should be reduced. Net
changes in these Inventorles during the 11-
month period, February-December 1962, as
officially reported in terms of cost value, are
summarized as follows:

Cost value of sirategic and critical materials
[In thousands of dollars]

National Federal Defense Supple-
stockpile Facilities Production mental Total

Corporation Act barter
$6, 083, 482 $1, 034 $1, 480, 120 $1, 176, 510 $8, 741, 740
6, 075, 719 63 1,478,301 1, 180, 097 8, 743, 180
6, 068, 005 1. 478, 640 1, 201, 209 8, 749, 034
6, 062, 257 1, 486, 603 1, 218, 01 8, 767. 011
6, 058, 304 1.401.717 1,234,152 B, VB4, 204
6, 040, 619 1, 405, 847 1, 246. 547 8,702,012
6, 047, 002 1. 405, 187 1, 256, 260 8, 708, 739
15,013,739 1, 498, 606 1, 265, 035 18 877, 740
5, 909, 021 1, 501, 607 1,271,674 8, 682, 353
5, 901, 018 1,502, 501 1, 284, 684 8.687, 24
, RO, B8O 1,502, 185 1,201, 141 8. 687, 215
5, BBS, 004 1, 500, 604 1,208, 441 8. 687, 049
1 —104, 578 420, 484 121, 931 ! —53, 707

1 Refleets transfer of $128,400,100 of cotton to agricultural commcdities category.

Under Public Law 87-548 cotton valued at
$128 million was withdrawn from the na-
tional stockpile of strategic and critical ma-
terials and transferred to the Commodity
Credit Corporation for disposal. This trans-
fer was made during August 1962, and the
cotton 1s now shown in this report as a
separate Inventory under agricultural com-
modities.

Since January 31, 1962, when the Presi-
dent said there should be reduction, the cost
value of materials In strategic and critical
inventorles has been increased by $74.6 mil-
lion exclusive of a technical decrease re-
gsuiting from the transfer of the cotton in-
ventory out of the national stockpile in
August.

The supplemental-barter program had net
increases in every month during the 11-
month period, February-December 1962 for
a total of £121.9 milllon. There was a net
increase of $20.56 million in the DPA pro-
gram inventory which showed increases in
every month durlng the period except Feb-
ruary, July, November, and December.

Increases in the supplemental-barter In-
ventories have far more than offset net de-
creases of $66.2 million in the national stock-
pile (excluding the colton transfer in
August) during the 1l1-month period, Feb-
ruary-December 1962.

MAXIMUM OBJECTIVES

Overall there are now 85 materials stock-
piled in the strategic and critical inven-
tories. Maximum objectivee—in terms of
volume—are presently fixed for 76 of these
95 materials. Of these 76 materials 65 were
stockplled in excess of maximum objcctives,
as of February 1; 65 were stockpiled in ex-
cess of maximum objectives, as of March
1, 685 were stockplled In excess of maximum
objectives, as of April 1; 65 were stockpiled
in excess of maximum objectives, as of May
1; 66 were stockpiled In excess of maximum
objectives, as of June 1; 66 were stockpiled
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in excess of maximum objectives, as of July
1; 66 were stockpiled in excess of maximum
objectives, as of August 1; 65 were stock-
plled in excess of maximum objectives, as
of September 1; 65 were stockpiled In ex-
cess of maximum objectives, as of October
1; 65 were stockpiled in excess of maximum
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objectives, as of November 1; 65 were stock-
piled in excess of maximum objectives, as
of December 1; and 65 were stockpiled In
excess of maximum objectives, as of Decem-
ber 31.

From March 1 to May 1 the number of
materials in excess of objectives was reduced
by only one—cordage fibers (slsal)—which
again during May was reported to be over
its objective. In August hyoscine was
brought within its objective, reducing the
number of materials in excess of objectives
to 65.

For the 65 materials stockpiled In excess
of objectives, excesses have been Increased
during the 11 month period (February-De-
cember) in 24 materials, decreaced In 26 ma-
terials, and they have remained unchanged
in 15 of these materials.

Materials In which excesses over objec-
tives have been Increased substantially in
volume since February include various forms
of bauxite, manganese, chrome and mieca, In-
dustrial diamonds, lead, nickel, and bis-
muth. Materials in which excess over ob-
Jectives have been substantially reduced since
Pebruary include rubber, castor ofl, feathers
and down, and silk noils and waste.

OTHER FEDERAL STOCEPILES

In addition to so-called strategic and criti-
cal items, the Federal Government stock-
piles other materials, including agricultural
commodities, machine tools, and clvil de-
fense supplies and equipment.

The cost value of materials stockpiled in
these Inventories on December 31 totaled
$5.663,136,228. On December 1, they totaled
$5,751,835,066. The Increase during Decem-
ber was £88,609,637.

The total cost value of all materials in all
of these iles, including the strategic
and critieal materlals inventories, on Decem-
ber 31 was $14,351,084,805 as compared with
a total of $14,439,051,008 on December 1.
The overall net decrease during December
was $87.966,113,

Increases and decreases in the cost value
of Federal stockpile inventories during De-
cember, as compiled by the Joint Committee
on Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex-
penditures from official reports, are sum-
marized as follows:

Cost value, December 1062
Major categories
Net chanre Total. end of
during month maonth
Etrateric and criti(‘a] materials +$733, 524 £8, 687, M8, %67
Agricultural dities. —B8, 911, 980 B, 3060, 501, 997
Civil dclcnsu Jﬂi:s and oqui ment “(under Departments of Defense and
Health, Educetion, and WelfAre).. ... ..ceseannnensavsonaanaessncamsanmmeae -1, 689, 043 208, 150, 931
Machine mh {under Defl'nm Pmdul:tlon Act and National Industrial
Reserve Act) A\ TS LS ~1,476, 700 94, 393, 300
Total, all iInventories. —87, 066, 113 14, 351, 084, 805

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia, from the Com-
mittee on Finance:

James W. Culliton, of Indiana, to be a
member of the U.S. Tariff Commission;

Gaspard d’Andelot Belin, of Massachu-
setts, to be General Counsel for the Depart-
ment of the Treasury;

John C. Bullitt, of New Jersey, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury;

John G. Green, of Wisconsin, to be col-
lector of cuztoms for customs collection
district No. 36, with headquarters at Duluth,
Minn.-Superior, Wis.;

Frank A, SBedita, of New York, to be col-
lector of customs for customs collection dis-
trict No. 9, with headquarters at Buffalo,
N.Y.;

John M. Lynch, of Massachusetts, to be
collector of customs for customs collection
district No. 4, with headquarters at Boston,
Mass.; and

Jack Beaty, of New Mexico, to be a mem-
ber of the Renegotiation Board.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous ccnsent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. EEaT-
ING, Mr. Case, Mr. HarT, and Mr.
KUcHEL) :

5.861. A bill to provide for the general
welfare by assisting the States, through a
program of grants-in-aid, to establish and
operate special hospital facilities for the
treatment and cure of narcotic addicts; to
the Committee on Labor and Fublic Welfare.
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(See the remarks of Mr. Javits when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. EgaT-
1NG, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. KEUCHEL, Mr,
Case, Mr, Scorr, and Mr. HART) :

5.862. A bill to provide that, for purposes
of certain studies, investigations, and dem-
onstrations authorized with respect to mental
iliness under the Public Health Service Act,
addictlion to narcotics be considered as a
mental illness; to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

(See the remarks of Mr, Javits when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. KEATING (for himself, Mr.
Javirs, Mr, Casg, Mr. KEucHEL, and
Mr. Scorr) @

5. 863. A bill to amend chapter 5, section
402 of title 18, United States Code, to make
the Federal Youth Corrections Act appli-
cable to certain persons who violate the Fed-
eral narcotics statutes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. EEaTing when he
infroduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. EEATING (for himself, Mr.
Javirs, Mr. Case, Mr., KucHEL, Mr.
Hart, and Mr. ScorT) :

S.864. A bill to enable the courts more
effectively to deal with the problems of nar-
cotlc addiction; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

(See the remarks of Mr. KeaTing when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. SYMINGTON (for himself and
Mr, SALTONSTALL) &

S.865. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of the National Academy of Foreign
Affairs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations,

(See the remarks of Mr. SYMINGTON When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. PROUTY:

5.866. A bill for the rellef of Enrico

Petruccl; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ALLOTT:

S.867. A bill for the rellef of Mike
Mizokami, Sam Mizokami, Tom Mizokami,
and Hatsuyo Mizokami; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, ANDERSON:

5.868. A bill to extend for 1 year the
authority to insure mortgages under sectlon
809 of the National Housing Act; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mrs. NEUBERGER:

5.869. A bill to authorize the burial of
certain news correspondents in national
cemeteries; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

(See the remarks of Mrs. NeuvBERGER when
she introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate hearing.)

By Mr. MUNDT:

S.870. A bill for the relief of Martha Huber

Vavra; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BIBLE:

S.871. A bill to provide for increased Fed-
eral Government participation in meeting
the costs of maintaining the Nation's Capi-
tal City and to authorize Federal loans to
the District of Columbia for capital improve-
ment programs; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

S.872. A bill to compensate range users for
authorized range improvements where land
is taken to be devoted to Federal nonmilitary
use; to the Committee on Interlor and In-
sular Affairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. BisLe when he
introduced the above bills, which appear
under separate headings.)

By Mr. BIBLE (for himself and Mr.
CANNON) :

8. 873. A bill to direct the Secretary of the

Interior to convey certaln public lands in
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the State of Nevada to the County of Lin-
coln, State of Nevada; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

(See the remarks of Mr. BisLe when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ROBERTSON (by request):

S5.874. A bill to authorize the construction
and equipping of buildings required in con-
nection with the operations of the Bureau
of the Mint; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. BENNETT:

B. B75. A bill for the relief of Joaquin Gil-

Carrasco; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

DETERMINATION OF THE UNITED
STATES WITH RESPECT TO GEN-
ERAL DISARMAMENT AND ARMS
CONTROL

Mr. CURTIS submitted a concurrent
resolution (8. Con. Res. 21) expressing
the determination of the United States
with respect to the matter of general
disarmament and arms control, which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

(See the above concurrent resolution
printed in full when submitted by Mr.
CurTtis, which appears under a separate
heading.)

PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING
TO MEDICAL AND LEGAL TREAT-
MENT OF NARCOTICS ADDICTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, two bills
which, along with those introduced by
my colleague [Mr. KeaTing] and other
Senators, constitute our package of pro-
posals to deal at the Federal level with
the grave national problem of drug ad-
diction. As attorney general of the
State of New York, the seriousness of
the problem, especially in the New York
City area, where there is the greatest
concentration of narcotics addicts, and
the need for a concerted attack upon
it were strongly impressed upon me.
Since that time, the needs have become
even more urgent.

Early in the 87th Congress, as the
result of studies and recommendations
made by leading law-enforcement and
public-health officials, my colleague, the
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING]
and I and other Senators introduced two
of the bills being reintroduced today.
The Narcotic Addict Hospital Facilities
Act, 8. 1693 in the 87th Congress, would
establish a new Federal-State program
for the construction and operation of
narcotic hospital facilities and for the
provision of technical assistance to the
States. Up to 75 percent of construction
costs would be provided, to be distributed
among the States in proportion to each
State’s share of the addicts in the Na-
tion. Operating grants made available
under the bill would cover 60 percent
of operating costs or such hospitals or
similar State facilities meeting the re-
quirements of the act. In order to be
eligible for assistance, the States would
be required to establish an adequate
after-care program, to be financed
wholly by the State. This bill is now
being reintroduced by me, with Senators
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KEATING, Case, HarT, and KUCHEL as
COSPONSOTS.

The civil commitment bill, S. 1694 in
the 87th Congress, being reintroduced by
my colleague, the Senator from New
York [Mr. KeaTine] and myself, along
with other Senators, is a companion
measure to permit the civil commitment
of narcotic addicts to the custody of the
Surgeon General so long as the addicts
are not charged with an offense involv-
ing the sale or other transfer of nar-
cotics and so long as other provisions
are met.

Later in the 87th Congress we intro-
duced S. 3098, to provide a research sup-
plement to the large-scale program for
treatment and civil commitment of nar-
cotics addicts represented by the first
two measures. This measure makes it
clear that the already existing federally
alded research program in the field of
mental health is applicable to research
in narcotics addiction. Under this pro-
gram, grants up to 100 percent may be
made to State and local agencies, labora-
tories, and other such public or non-
profit agencies and institutions and to
individuals for investigations, experi-
ments, demonstrations, studies, and re-
search projects. This bill is now being
reintroduced by me with Senators Kear-
iNe, KEFAUVER, KvucHEL, CAsg, ScorT,
and HART as COSPONSOTS.

Finally, the fourth measure, being in-
troduced by my colleague, the Senator
from New York [Mr. EeaTiNG], in which
I am very happy to join along with other
Senators, deals with the subject of treat-
ment of narcotics offenders under the
Youth Offenders Act.

The totality of the proposed legisla-
tion reflects our concern for the magni-
tude of this grave national problem of
drug addiction. The recent White
House Conference on Narcotics Addic-
tion, which my colleague, the Senator
from New York [Mr. Keatmng]l, and I
long advocated and which was finally
held last September, helped to bring this
problem to public attention and under-
scored the need for urgent action.

Existing techniques for dealing with
narcotics addiction are grossly inade-
quate. Research in narcotics addiction
is also inadequate. There is growing
acceptance of the premise that narcotics
addiction—apart from selling or push-
ing—is the manifestation of a disease
more than it is a crime. The States of
New York and California have pioneered
in establishing enlightened programs of
medical and legal treatment of addicts.
But the problem is a national one, with
tremendous impact on our crime rates
and whole social structure and with seri-
ous consequences fo the youth of the
Nation. The excellent efforts of the
States cannot be fully effective, as Gov.
Nelson Rockefeller stated most em-
phatically at the White House Con-
ference, unless joined by the Federal
Government, which historically has
taken the lead in laws regarding nar-
cotics addiction.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 1 additional minute.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
Jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. I note that the White
House Conference has not published a
report as yet but that the President on
January 18 issued an Executive order
creating an Advisory Commission on
Narcotic and Drug Abuse. The Commis-
sion is under the order required to sub-
mit its final report to the President by
November 1, 1963, and the relevant exec-
utive departments are required to submit
to the Commission their legislative rec-
ommendations by February 28, 1963. I
welcome the development of the Com-
mission as a constructive outgrowth of
the White House Conference, but I very
much hope that this will not further de-
lay the consideration by the Congress of
the bills now being introduced.

I ask unanimous consent that the bills
I am now sending to the desk be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks and that they lie on the desk for
10 days so that other Members who may
wish to join in sponsorship may do so.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bills
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and will lie on the desk as re-
quested by the Senator from New York,
and, without objection, the bills will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bills, introduced by Mr. Javirs (for
himself and other Senators), were re-
ceived, read twice by their titles, referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

By Mr. JAVITS (for himeself, Mr. KEAT-
ING, Mr. Caseg, Mr. HarT, and Mr,
KUCHEL) :

8.861. A bill to provide for the general
welfare by assisting the States, through a
program of grants-in-aid, to establish and
operate special hospital facilities for the
treatment and cure of narcotic addicts.

“Whereas narcotic addiction not only pro-
duces ruinous effects upon those who are its
victims, but constitutes a grave menace to
the public morals, health, safety, and wel-
fare; and

“Whereas in recent years there has oc-
curred a marked increase in the incidence
of ‘;mrcotlc addiction in the United States;
an

“Whereas addicted individuals tend to be
drawn into traffic in illicit drugs and to in-
duce others to become addicts, thus causing
the incidence of narcotics addiction to grow
markedly; and

“Whereas hospitalization of narcotic ad-
dicts serves as a type of quarantine and
thus prevents the spread of narcotic addic-
tion among those whom they might other-
wise Influence to become addicts; and

“Whereas, with timely and proper hos-
pitalization and treatment and with proper
posthospital rehabilitation services, many
addicts may be restored to healthful and
socially useful lives; and

“Whereas existing hospital facilities for
the treatment of narcotic addicts are in-
adequate in size and number to meet present
and future needs; and

“Whereas the Federal Government has a
major responsibility with respect to the prob-
lem of narcotlec addiction in the United
States due to the fact that (a) the Federal
Government has exclusive jurlsdiction over
the regulation of imports into the United
States, (b) most narcotic addiction in the
United States is heroln addiction, and (c)
all heroin in the United States is imported
from abroad; and
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“Whereas the Federal Government, through
the establishment and operation of special
narcotic hospitals and through the enact-
ment of laws governing the importation, ex-
portation, production, handling, sale, and
distribution of narcotic drugs, has _ong rec-
ognized the problem of narcotic addiction as
being national in scope and thus a problem
with respect to which the Federal Govern-
ment bears a major responsibility; and

“Whereas, in order to more effectively
combat the problem of narcotic addiction in
the United States, the States should be en-
couraged and assisted by the Federal Gov-
ernment in establishing and operating
needed hospital facilities for the treatment
and cure of narcotic addicts: Now, therefore,

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

“SHORT TITLE

“SectioN 1. This Act may be cited as the
‘Narcotic Addict Hospital Facilities Act'.

“FINDINGS OF FACT AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

“Sgc, 2. (a) The Congress finds that, in
order to protect the public morals, health,
and safety and to promote the general wel-
fare, it is necessary that greater stress be
placed on the medical, as distinguished from
the penal, approach to solving the problem
of narcotic addiction, and that addicts be
temporarily removed from the community
and placed in special hospitals where they
can be cured of their addiction and rehabili-
tated into useful members of soclety.

“(b) It is, therefore, the policy of the Fed-
eral Government to encourage and assist the
States in constructing and operating speclal
hospital facllities for the care, treatment,
and rehabilitation of Individuals suffering
from narcotic addiction.

“Sec. 3. (a) In order to carry out the pol-
icy expressed in section 2 of this Act, the
Public Health Service Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following
new title:

“‘TITLE VIII—CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF

HOSPITAL FACILITIES FOR NARCOTIC ADDICTS

“ ‘Declaration of purpose

“‘Sgc. 801. The purpose of this title is—

“*(a) tofinancially assist the several States
in the construction of special hospital facil-
ities for the care, treatment, and rehabllita-
tion of narcotic addicts;

“*(b) to financially assist the several States
in the operation of such special hospital facil-
itles; and

“d(g) to furnish technical assistance to the
several States in designing, locating, con-
structing, and operating such special hos-
pital facilities.

“*Authorization of appropriations

“'Sgc. 802. (a) In order to assist the States
in carrying out the purposes of section 801
(a), there is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1963, the sum of 8 » for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1964, the sum of
L , and for each succeeding fiscal
year the sum of § . The sums ap-
propriated pursuant to this section shall be
used for making payments to States which
have submitted, and had approved by the
Surgeon General, State plans for carrying
out the purposes of section 801(a).

“*‘(b) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated each fiscal year such sums as
may be necessary to assist the States in carry-
ing out the purposes of subsections (b) and
(¢) of section 801 for such year,

“ 'ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON HOZPITAL FACILITIES
FOR NARCOTIC ADDICTS

“ ‘Sec. 803. (a) There is hereby created in

the Public Health Service an Advisory Com-

mittee on Hospital Facllitles for Narcotic

Addicts (hereinafter referred to as the “Ad-

visory Committee"), consisting of the Sur-
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geon General, who shall be Chairman, and
the Federal Commissioner of Narcotics and
the Director of the Federal Bureau of Prisons,
who shall be ex officio members, and eight
members appointed by the Surgeon General,
with the approval of the Secretary, without
regard to the civil service laws. The ap-
pointed members shall be selected from out-
slde the Federal Government and shall be
eminent in fields relating to treatment for
drug addiction, such as psychology, psy-
chiatry, medicine, law enforcement, and hos-
pital administration. Each appointed mem-
ber of the Advisory Committee shall hold
office for a term of four years, except that
(1) any member appointed to fill a vacancy
occurring prior to the expiration of the term
for which his predecessor was appointed shall
be appointed for the remainder of such term,
and (2) the terms of office of the members
first taking office shall expire, as designated
by the Surgeon General at the time of ap-
pointment, two at the end of the first year,
two at the end of the second year, two at the
end of the third year, and two at the end of
the fourth year after the date of appoint-

ment.

“*(b) It shall be the duty of the Advisory
Committee to advise, consult with, and make
recommendations to the Surgeon General on
matters relating to the administration of
this title, and to conduct studies and investi-
gations, initiate , and review pro-
posals submitted to it, with respect to the
cause, prevention, and methods of diagnosis
and treatment of, drug addiction. The Ad-
visory Committee shall meet as frequently as
the Surgeon General deems necessary, but
not less than twice each year. Upon request
by three or more members, it shall be the
duty of the Surgeon General to call a meet-
ing of the Advisory Committee.

“*(c) The Advisory Committee £hall make
an annual report of its findings, studles, and
recommendations to the Secretary and the
Surgeon General, and such additional re-

, from time to time, as the Surgeon
General shall deem necessary.

“‘(d) Appointed members of the Advisory
Committee, while attending meetings of the
Advisory Committee or otherwise serving at
the request of the Secretary, shall be en-
titled to receive compensation at a rate to
be fixed by the Secretary, but not exceeding
$50 per diem, and shall also be entitled to
receive an allowance for actual and neces-
sary travel and subsistence expenses while so
serving away from their places of residence.

“‘(e) The Advisory Committee shall be
provided by the Secretary with such tech-
nical, consultative, clerical, and other as-
sistance as the Advisory Committee shall
require, subject to the approval of the Secre-
tary.

“‘General regulations

* ‘Sec. 804. Within six months after the en-
actment of this title, the Surgeon General,
with the approval of the Advisory Committee
on Drug Addiction and the Secretary, shall
by general regulations prescribe—

“*(a) general standards of construction
and equipment for hospital facilities for nar-
cotie addicts,

“*(b) general standards of care and treat-
ment to be provided to patients in hospitals
for narcotic addicts, and

*“*(c) general standards of posthospital
care and rehabllitation services to be pro-
vided to narcotic addicts mandatorily com-
mitted to State hospitals.

*‘State plans

“'Sec. B05. (a) After the regulations re-
ferred to in section 804 have been issued, any
State desiring to secure financial assistance
under this title in the construction of spe-
clal hospital facilities for the care, treat-
ment, and rehabilitation of narcotlec ad-
dicts may submit a State plan for carrying
out the purposes of section 801(a), and any
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State desiring to secure financial assistance
under this title to defray the costs of opera-
ing of such hospital facilities may submit
a State plan for carrylng out the purposes
of sectlon 801(b). Any such State plan
must—

**(1) deslgnate a single State agency as
the eole agency for the administration of
the plan, or designate such agency as the
sole agency for supervising the administra-
tion of the plan;

“*(2) contain satisfactory evidence that
the State agency designated in accordance
with paragraph (1) hereof will have author-
ity sufficient to carry out such plan in con-
formity with this title;

“*(3) provide for financial participation
by the State;

***(4) provide such methods of administra-
tion (including methods relating to the es-
tablishment and masaintenance of personnel
standards on a merit basis, except that the
Surgeon General shall exerclse no authority
with respect to the selection, tenure of office,
and compensation of any individual em-
ployed in accordance with such methods) as
are found by the Surgeon General to be nec-
essary for the proper and efficlent operation
of the plan;

*“*(5) provide that the State agency will
make such reports, in such form and con-
taining such information, as the Surgeon
General may from time to time require, and
comply with such provisions as the Surgeon
General may from time to time find neces-
sary to assure the correctness and verifica-
tlon of such reports;

“1(6) contain evidence satisfactory to the
Surgeon General that the laws of such State
provide procedures under which narcotic ad-
dicts can be mandatorily committed to hos-
pitals for narcotic addicts;

“*(7) provide for the furnishing to nar-
cotic addicts mandatorily committed to State
hospitals of posthospital care and rehabilita-
tion services in conformity with standards
established by the Surgeon General pursuant
to section 804(c);

“*(8) In the case of a State plan to carry
out the purposes of section 801(a), set forth
a hospital construction program which (A)
is based on the need in such State of special
hospital facilities for the care, treatment,
and rehabilitation of narcotic addicts, and
(B) conforms with the regulations prescribed
by the Surgeon General under section
804(a);

*“*9) provide minimum standards (to be
fixed in the discretion of the State) for the
maintenance and operation of hospitals
which receive Federal ald under this title;
and

“‘(10) in the case of a State plan to carry
out the p es of section 801(a), provide
that the State will from time to time re-
view its construction program of speclal
hospital facilities for narcotic addicts and
submit to the Surgeon General any modi-
fications thereof which it considers neces-

sary.

“‘(b) The Surgeon General shall approve
any State plan and any modification thereof
which complies with the provisions of sub-
section (a). If any such plan or modifica-
tion thereof shall have been disapproved by
the Surgeon General for fallure to comply
with subsection (a), the Advisory Commit-
tee shall, upon request of the State agency,
afford it an opportunity for hearing. If such
Committee determines that the plan or
modification thereof complies with the pro-
visions of subsection (a), the SBurgeon Gen-
eral shall thereupon approve such plan or
modification.

“*(c) No changes in a State plan shall be
required within two years after initial ap-
proval thereof, or within two years after
any change thereafter required therein, by
reason of any change in the regulations pre-
scribed pursuant to section 804, except with
the consent of the State, or Iin accordance
with further action by the Congress.
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“ ‘ALLOTMENTS TO STATES

‘“'Sec. B0B. Each State for which a State
plan to carry out the purposes of section
801(a) has been approved prior to or during
a fiscal year shall be entitled for such year
to an allotment of a sum which bears the
same ratio to the sums authorlzed to be ap-
propriated pursuant to section 802(a) for
such year as the number of narcotic addicts
in such State (as determined by the Sur-
geon General pursuant to section 810) bears
to the number of narcotic addicts in the
United States (as so determined). The
amount of the allotment to a State shall
be avallable, in accordance with the provi-
slons of this title, for payment of the Fed-
eral share (as defined In section 811(a))
of the cost of approved projects within such
State. The Surgeon General shall calculate
the allotments to be made under this section
and notify the Secretary of the Treasury of
the amounts thereof. Sums allotted to a
State for a flscal year for construction and
remaining unobligated at the end of such
year shall remain avallable to such State for
such purpose for the. next fiscal year (and
for such year only), in addition to the sums
allotted for such State for such next flscal
year. Any amount of the sum authorized to
be appropriated for a fiscal year which is
not appropriated for such year, or which is
not allotted in such year by reason of the
fallure of any State or States to have plans
approved under this title, and any amount
allotted to a State but remaining unobli-
gated at the end of the period for which it
is available to such State, is hereby author-
ized to be appropriated for the mnext fiscal
year in addition to the sum otherwise au-
thorized under section B02.

“*Approval of projects and payments for
construction

“'Sec, B07. (a) For each project for con-
struction pursuant to a State plan to carry
out the purposes of section 801(a) approved
under this title, there shall be submitted
to the Surgeon General through the State
agency an applicatlon by the State or a
political subdivision thereof. Such applica-
tion shall set forth (1) a description of the
site for such project; (2) plans and specifica-
tions therefor in accordance with the regu-
lations prescribed by the Surgeon General
under section 804(a); (3) reasonable assur-
ance that title, as defined in section B811(f),
to such site is or will be vested in the State
or a political subdivision thereof; (4) rea-
sonable assurance that adequate financial
support will be avallable for the construction
of the project and for its maintenance and
operation when completed; and (5) rea-
sonable assurance that the rates of pay for
laborers and mechanics engaged in construec-
tlon of the project will be not less than the
prevailing local wage rates for similar work
as determined in accordance with Public
Law 403 of the Seventy-fourth Congress, ap-
proved August 30, 1935, as amended. The
Surgeon General shall approve such appli-
cation if sufficient funds to pay the Federal
share of the cost of construction of the
project are available from the allotment to
the State, and if the Surgeon General finds
(A) that the application contains such rea-
sonable assurance as to title, finaneial sup-
port, and payment of prevalling wages; (B)
that the plans and specifications are in ac-
cordance with the regulations prescribed
pursuant to section 804(a); (C) that the
application is in conformity with the State
plan approved under section 805(b); and
(D) that it has been approved and recom-
mended by the State agency. No applica-
tion shall be disapproved until the Surgeon
General has afforded the State agency an op-
portunity for a hearing.

“*(b) Upon approving an application under
this section, the Surgeon General shall cer-
tify to the Secretary of the Treasury an
amount equal to the Federal share of the
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estimated cost of construction of the project
and designate the appropriation from which
it is to be pald. Such certification shall pro-
vide for payment to the State. Upon certi-
fication by the State agency, based upon in-
spection by it, that work has been performed
upon a project, or purchases have been made,
in accordance with the approved plans and
speclfications, and that payment of an in-
stallment is due to the State, the Surgeon
General shall certify such installment for
payment by the Secretary of the Treasury;
except that if the Surgeon General, after
investigation or otherwise, has ground to
believe that a default has occurred requir-
ing action pursuant to section 809 he may,
upon giving notice of hearlng pursuant to
such section, withhold certification pending
action based on such hearing.

“*'({c) Amendment of any approved ap-
plication shall be subject to approval in the
same manner as an original application.
Certlfication under subsection (b) may be
amended, either upon approval of an amend-
ment of the application or upon revision of
the estimated cost of a project. An
amended certification may direct that any
additional payment be made from the ap-
plicable allotment for the fiscal year In
which such amended certification is made.

“‘(d) The funds paid under this section
for the construction of an approved proj-
ect shall be used solely for carrylng out
such project as so approved.

“‘(e) If any hospital for which funds
have been pald under this section (other
than a hospital which the Surgeon General
has certified as no longer neceded for the
care, treatment, and rehabilitation of nar-
cotic addicts) shall at any time within ten
years after the completion of construction,
cease to be operated and maintained by the
State or a political subdivision thereof as a
hospital for the care, treatment, and re-
habllitation of narcotic addicts, the United
Btates shall be entitled to recover from the
State an amount bearing the same ratio to
the then value (as determined by agreement
of the parties or by action brought in the
district court of the United States for the
district in which such hospital is situated)
of go much of the hospital as constituted an
approved project or projects, as the amount
of the Federal participation bore to the cost
of the construction of such project or proj-
ects.

“‘Payments with respect to costs of
operation

“‘Sec. 808. (a) From the sums appropri-
ated pursuant to section 802(b) to carry out
the purposes of section B01(b) for any fiscal
year, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay
in quarterly installments to each State
which has a State plan to carry out the pur-
poses of section 801(b) approved pursuant to
section 805(b) prior to or during such quar-
ter (1) an amount equal to three-fifths of
the cost incurred by the State (or any polit-
ical subdivision thereof) in the operation of
hospitals for narcotic addicts which are
operated in compliance with the State plan
and in accordance with the regulations pre-
scribed by the Surgeon General under sec-
tions 804 (b) and (c); plus (2) an amount
equal to one-half of the total of the sums
expended during such year as found neces-
sary by the Surgeon General for the proper
and efficlent administration of the BState
plan.

“*(b) (1) The Surgeon General shall, prior
to the beginning of each quarter of any fiscal
year, estimate the amount to be pald to the
SBtate for such quarter under the provisions
of subsection (a), such estimate to be based
on (A) areport filed by the State contalning
its estimate of the total sum to be expended
in such quarter in accordance with the pro-
visions of such subsection, and stating the
amount appropriated or made available by
the State for such expenditures in such
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quarter, and if such amount is less than the
State’'s proportionate share of the total sum
of such estimated expenditures, the source
or sources from which the difference is ex-
pected to be derived, and (B) such other
investigations as the Surgeon General may
find necessary.

“*(2) The BSurgeon General shall then
certify to the Secretary of the Treasury the
amount so estimated by the Surgeon Gen-
eral (A) reduced or increased, as the case
may be, by any sum by which the Surgeon
General finds that his estimate for any prior
quarter was greater or less than the amount
which should have been paid to the State
under subsection (a) for such quarter.

“(e) The Secretary of the Treasury shall
thereupon pay to the State, at the time or
times fixed by the Surgeon General, the
amount so certified.

“*(d) (1) In the case the Surgeon General
finds that the operation of the hospitals for
narcotic addicts by any State is not in com-
pliance with the State plan (as approved by
him under this title or is not in accordance
with the regulations prescribed by him under
sections 804 (b) and (c), he shall notify
the State agency that further payments will
not be made to the State until he is satis-
fled that there is no longer any such failure
to comply. Until he is so satisfied he shall
make no further certification to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury under this section with
respect to such State.

“1(2) If the State is dissatisfied with any
action of the Surgeon General under this
section, it may appeal such action in the
manner provided by section 809(b).

“‘Withholding of certification

“‘Sec. 809. (a) Whenever the Surgeon
General, after reasonable notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing to the State agency desig-
nated in accordance with section 8056(a) (1),
finds (1) that the State agency is not com-
plying substantially with the provisions re-
quired by section 805(a), or by regulations
prescribed pursuant to section 804(a), to be
contained in its plan submitted under sec-
tion B805(a) to carry out the purposes of
section B01(a); or (2) that any funds have
been diverted from the purposes for which
they have been allotted or paid, or (3) that
any assurance given in an application filed
under section 807 is not belng or cannot
be carried out, or (4) that there is a sub-
stantial failure to carry out plans and specifi-
cations approved by the Surgeon General
under section 807, or (6) that adequate
State funds are not being provided annually
for the direct administration of the State
plan, the Surgeon General may forthwith
notify the Secretary of the Treasury and the
State agency that no further certification
will be made for any project or projects des-
ignated by the Surgeon General as being
affected by the default, as the Surgeon Gen-
eral may determine to be appropriate under
the circumstances; and, except with regard
to any project for which the application has
already been approved and which is not
directly affected by such default, he may
withhold further certification until there is
no longer any failure to comply, or, if com-
pliance is impossible, until the State repays
or arranges for the repayment of Federal
moneys which have been diverted or
improperly expended.

“*(b)(1) If the Surgeon General refuses
to approve any application under section
B07, the State agency, or if any State is dis-
satisfled with the Surgeon General's action
under subsection (a) of this section, such
State may appeal to the United States court
of appeals for the circuit in which such
State is located by filing with such court a
notice of appeal. The jurisdiction of the
court shall attach upon the filing of such
notice. A copy of the notice of appeal shall
be forthwith transmitted by the clerk of
the court to the Surgeon Geueral, or any
officer designated by him for that purpose.
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The Surgeon General shall thereupon file in
the court the record of the proceedings on
which he based his action, as provided in
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.

“(2) The findings of fact by the Surgeon
General, unless substantially contrary to the
weight of the evidence, shall be conclusive;
but the court, for good cause shown, may
remand the case to the Surgeon General to
take further evidence, and the Surgeon Gen-
eral may thereupon make ne - or modified
findings of fact and may modify his previous
action, and shall file in the court the record
of the further proceedings. Such new or
modified findings of fact shall likewise be
conclusive unless substantially contrary to
the welight of the evidence.

‘“*(3) The court shall have jurisdiction to
affirm the action of the Surgeon General or
to set it aside, in whole or in part. The
Judgment of the court shall be subject to
review by the Supreme Court of the United
States upon certiorari or certification as pro-
vided in sections 346 and 347 of title 28,
United States Code.

“ ‘Determination of size of addict population

‘“‘Sec. 810. Prior to the expiration of six
months after the date of enactment of this
title and between July 1 and August 31 of
each succeeding odd-numbered year the Sur-
geon General shall, on the basis of surveys
conducted by him and on the basis of other
information available to him, determine the
number of narcotic addicts residing in each
State and the number of narcotic addicts re-
siding in the United States. Any determina-
tion made by the Surgeon General pursuant
to the preceding sentence shall be conclusive,
for purposes of section 806, until the next
such determination is made. For the pur-
poses of this section the term “United States"
includes Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin
Islands, and the District of Columbia.

“‘Definitions

“'Sgc. 811. For purposes of this title—

“'(a) The term “Federal share”, with re-
spect to any project, means the portion of
the cost of construction of such project to be
pald by the Federal Government, and such
portion shall be equal to 75 per centum of
the cost of construction of such project;

“‘(b) The term *State" includes Puerto
Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and the
District of Columbia;

“*(e) The term “hospital"” includes related
facilities such as laboratories, hospital equip-
ment, and nurses’ home facilities;

“!(d) The term “construction” includes
work camps and similar establishments, as
well as construction of new buildings, ex-
pansion, remodeling, and alteration of exist-
ing buildings, and initial equipment of any
such buildings (including medical trans-
portation facilities); and includes architect’s
fees and the cost of acquisition of the land:

“‘(e) The term *“cost of construction”
means the amount found by the Surgeon
General to be necessary for the construction
of a project; and

“*'(f) The term “title”, when used with
reference to a site for a project, means a fee
simple, or such other estate or interest (in-
cluding a leasehold on which the rental does
not exceed 4 per centum of the value of the
land) as the Surgeon General finds sufficlent
to assure for a period of not less than fifty
years undisturbed use and possession for the
purposes of construction and operation of
the project.

“‘(g) In case only a portion of a new or
existing building is to be used for hospital
purposes, the term “project”, when used in
relation to the construction of hospital fa-
cllities pursuant to this title, shall refer only
to that portion of the building to be so used.
“‘Authorization for compacts between States

*“*SEc. 812. (a) The consent and approval
of the Congress is hereby granted to any two
or more States to enter into agreements for
the joint construction, operation, and use of
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special hospital facilities for the care, treat-
ment, and rehabilitation of narcotic addicts.

“*(b) Funds appropriated pursuant to sec-
tion 802 and available (upon compliance with
the conditions provided by the preceding pro-
vislons of this title) to each of the States
which are parties to any such agreement
shall, if the agreement so provides, be pooled
and made available for the construction and
operation of joint hospital facilities con-
structed and operated pursuant to such
agreement to the same extent and upon the
same conditions as such funds are, or would
(upon compliance with such conditions) be
made available to each of such States in-
dividually, except that—

“*(1) only the State in which such facili-
tles are (or are to be) located shall be re-
quired to submit plans required under sec-
tion 805(a); and

“‘(2) the plans submitted by such State
shall, for purposes of any conditions, re-
quirements, or limitations with respect to
assistance furnished under the preceding
provisions of this title, be deemed to con-
stitute the State plans of all the States
which are parties to such agreement inso-
far as assistance to such joint facilities is
concerned.’

“SEc. 4. (a) Section 1 of the Public Health
Service Act 1s amended to read as follows:
‘* 'SHORT TITLE

“‘secrion 1. Titles I to VIII, inclusive, of
this Act may be cited as the “Public Health
Service Act”." "

“(b) The Act of July 1, 1044 (58 Stat.
682), as amended, is further amended by
renumbering title VIII (as in effect prior to
the enactment of this Act) as title IX, and
by renumbering sections 801 through 814 (as
in effect prior to the enactment of this Act),
and references thereto, as sectlons 901
through 914, respectively.”

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr.
KeAaTING, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. KUCHEL,
Mr, Case, Mr. ScoTT, and Mr. HART) :

8. 862. A bill to provide that, for purposes
of certaln studies, investigations, and dem-
onstrations authorized with respect to men-
tal illness under the Public Health Service
Act, addiction to narcotics be considered as
a mental illness.

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
section (a) of section 303 of the Public
Health Service Act is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sen-
tence: ‘As used in clause (2) of this sub-
section, the term “mental illness” includes
addiction to marcotics and the terms “men-
tally il1” and “mentally ill persons" include
narcotic addicts’.”

Mr, JAVITS. In conclusion, I firmly
believe that the medical treatment of
narcotics addiction is one of the major
reforms we can make in our country.
Although I do not believe we can adopt
the British scheme of administering nar-
cotics to addicts, we may try that as an
experiment in order to see whether it will
work. In my view the medical commit-
ment approach, along with hospitaliza-
tion, aftercare, and expanded research,
as dealt with by this group of bills, are
the only way in which we can come
abreast of this critical problem, which
has its main impaet in an absolutely
alarming and sensational increase in the
crime rates of New York, where such ad-
dicts are concentrated, Los Angeles, and
other cities of the United States.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I am
very pleased to join with my distin-
guished colleague in offering proposed
legislation dealing with the serious prob-
lem of drug addiction. I send to the desk
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two bills for appropriate reference in-
troduced by myself and cosponsored by
Senators Javirs, Case, KuceHeEL, and
ScorT, on the first measure, and by Sen-
ators Javirs, Case, KucHEL, HaArT, and
ScorT on the other.

Of the four bills we offer today,
three are similar to measures intro-
duced during the last session. One,
which would authorize civil commitment
of noncriminal addiets under certain
conditions, received the unqualified en-
dorsement of the Department of Justice.
Unfortunately, however, no reports were
submitted on the other two measures.

The fourth bill, which is an addition to
the package, was suggested by Chief
Judge William F. Smith of the Third Cir-
cuit U.S. Court of Appeals, the Chairman
of the Judicial Conference Committee on
Criminal Law. It deals specifically with
youthful narcotics addicts and would
give Federal judges more discretion in
dealing with such cases.

The State of New York which is re-
ported to be the home of 47 percent of
all the addicts in the nation, does have a
special concern with this problem. But
this is a matter of national as well as
local concern since no State alone can
prevent the spread of this scourge or can
be responsible for preventing the im-
portation and distribution of drugs in
the United States. New York has
adopted many important measures in
this field, but its efforts will be largely
nullified unless they are supplemented
by dynamic action at the Federal level.

Addiction is both a crime breeder and
a health menace, as well as a personal
disaster to each individual and family
contaminated by it. As is well known,
its incidence is particularly acute among
the youth of our cities. According to a
survey made at the Federal Hospital at
Lexington, Ky., for example, 45 percent
of their patients began using drugs be-
fore their 19th birthday. Its impact is
not confined to young people, however.
Men and women of all ages and back-
grounds have been its victims and the
cost to society, both morally and finan-
cially, has been enormous.

No one engaged in the drug traffic de-
serves special consideration. The im-
porters and the pushers must be dealt
with severely by fully applying all the
criminal penalties at our command, and
the civil commitment bill, of which I am
the sponsor, in no way changes the pres-
ent high mandatory penalties for push-
ers and sellers. Mandatory and inflexible
procedures, however, are not effective
or appropriate for the person whose
sole offense is addiction. Society can
best protect itself in these cases by a
program of isolation, treatment, and
rehabilitation rather than punishment.
Experts tell us that a short period of
confinement in a hospital, followed by
a strictly controlled program of after-
care in the community, affords the
best method of rehabilitation. That in
essence, is what the civil commitment
bill would permit.

At the present time, mere possession
of narcotics is punishable by imprison-
ment for a minimum of 2 years for the
first offense, 5 years for the second of-
fense, and 10 years for the third offense.
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The civil commitment bill would intro-
duce a provision for suspending prosecu-
tion of addicts under the Federal act
pending the completion of the program
of hospitalization and aftercare. If the
treatment were unsuccessful, the prose-
cution would be reinstated. Society has
nothing to lose. It can only gain by the
rehabilitation of many valuable young
people.

It is worthy of consideration that it
costs Federal authorities approximately
$2,000 to keep one addiet in prison for 1
year, while rehabilitation under the pro-
gram I propose would cost only about
$350 per year, per man.

The State of New York recently adopt-
ed a civil commitment law which is sim-
ilar to this one. It applies to persons
charged with violations of a State nar-
cotics law. But the Justice Department
reports more than 1,600 Federal narcot-
ics prosecutions a year, and I think the
Federal Government should not lag be-
hind the State in offering rehabilitative
treatment.

The second bill of which I am the
sponsor would make applicable to nar-
cotics cases the provisions of the Federal
Youth Corrections Act which gives Fed-
eral judges broad discretion in the sen-
tencing of youthful offenders. This law,
enacted in 1950, has proved so effective,
that it was recently extended to include
young adults up to the age of 26. At the
present time, there is a difference of
opinion in the courts of this land over
whether all the provisions of the Youth
Offender Act can be applied to persons
convicted of offenses involving narcotics,
since the latter laws contain mandatory
penalties. My bill would clarify the in-
tent of Congress in such cases by grant-
ing judges the discretion they need in
dealing with these young people on an
individual basis. I would like to empha-
size that this bill in no way removes high
penalties which the judge is free to im-
pose if he feels such penalties are war-
ranted but merely affords him addition-
al alternatives and a greater scope in
dealing with such cases.

Our third bill, of which my colleague,
the Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs],
is the author, provides a grant-in-aid
program for the construction and opera-
tion of suitable hospital and after-care
facilities for addicts under civil com-
mitment. It is obvious that without
adequate facilities, any provision for
more flexible handling of these cases
would be virtually meaningless. These
programs must go hand in hand if they
are to operate with maximum results,

The fourth bill, which is also offered
by my colleague, the Senator from New
York [Mr. Javrrs]l, would grant increased
funds to the Public Health Service for
research into the cause and cure of ad-
diction. Such a program is essential if
we are to succeed in uncovering and
attacking the conditions contributing to
this problem, as well as meeting its im-
mediate consequences. The legislation
we are offering today would permit the
application of scientific prineciples to this
problem, and offers much more hope of a
successful counterattack against the nar-
cotics menace than has been achieved
to date.
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Mr. President, because we know many
of our colleagues share our concern over
the increasing gravity of the drug addic-
tion problem, we are requiesting that
these bills lie on the table for an addi-
tional 10 days—so that others may join
in sponsorship. I also ask that these bills
be printed in the ReEcorp immediately
following my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bills will
be received and appropriately referred;
and without objection, the bills will lie
on the desk for 10 days, and be printed
in the REecorp, as requested by the Sen-
ator from New York.

The bills, introduced by Mr. KEATING
(for himself and other Senators), were
received, read twice by their titles, re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judieci-
ary, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

By Mr. KEATING (for himslf, Mr.
Javrrs, Mr. Case, Mr, EvucHEL, and
Mr. ScoTT):

S.863. A bill to amend chapter 5, 402 of
title 18, United States Code, to make the
Federal Youth Correctlons Act applicable to
certain persons who violate the Federal nar-
cotics statutes.

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chap-
ter 402 of title 18, United States Code, is
amended—

“{1) by adding the following new section
at the end thereof:

“ ‘Sec. 5027. The provisions of this chapter
shall be applicable to all persons otherwise
eligible, who are convicted of violations of
any Federal penal law relating to narcotics
notwithstanding the fact that a mandatory
penalty is prescribed for any such violation’;
and

“(2) by adding the following new item at

the end of the analysis:
“ ‘5027. Applicability to certain narcotics
violators.' ”
By Mr. EEATING (for himself, Mr.
Javrrs, Mr. Casg, Mr. KucHEL, Mr.
Hart, and Mr. ScoTT) :

S.864. A bill to enable the courts more
effectively to deal with the problem of nar-
cotic addiction.

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

“DECLARATION OF POLICY

“SectroN 1. It 1s the policy of the Congress
that, in the administration and enforcement
of Federal penal laws dealing with narcotics,
individuals whose violation of any such law
is attributable to the fact that they are vic-
tims of narcotic addiction should be afforded
an opportunity for treatment and rehabilita-
tion; and Individuals whose violation of such
laws is not so attributable should be dealt
with as criminals deserving of severe punish-
ment.

“DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 2. For purposes of this Act—

“(a) The term ‘narcotic drug’ or ‘narcotics’
shall include the substances defined as ‘nar-
cotic drugs’, ‘isonipecaine’, and ‘opiate’ in
section 4731 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954, as amended;

“{b) The term ‘drug user’ means any per-
son who habitually uses any habit-forming
narcotic drugs so as to endanger the public
morals, health, safety, or welfare, or who
is or has been so far addicted to the use
of such habit-forming narcotic drugs as to
have lost the power of self-control with ref-
erence to his addiction;

“{c) The term ‘Surgeon General’ means
the Surgeon General of the Public Health
Service,
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“PROCEEDINGS BEFORE COURT

“Sgc, 8. (a) Any eligible person charged
with a violation of a Federal penal law re-
lating to narcotics, other than the sale or
other transfer of narcotics, shall, upon being
brought before a committing magistrate, be
informed that the prosecution of the crim-
inal charge will be held in abeyance if the
eligible person chooses to submit to an im-
mediate examination to determine if he is
a drug user., He shall be further informed
that if he makes such an election and it is
found that he is a drug user, and the court
s0 orders, he shall then have to submit to
a mandatory civil commitment. At the re-
quest of the eligible person, or on the order
of the court, he may be permitted a maxi-
mum of five days subsequent to his being
brought before a committing magistrate in
which to make this election and he shall
be informed of his right to such a delay.
In the absence of such timely election, ex-
cept upon a showing of substantial reasons
why the election could not timely be made,
the eligible person will be barred from such
an election after the prescribed period, or,
if he chooses not to so elect, he will be barred
from doing so thereafter, If the eligible
person elects consideration for civil commit-
ment, he ghall remain under the custody of
the United States marshal or be placed under
the custody of the Surgeon General, as the
court may direct, for the purposes of an
appropriate medical examination, for a period
not exceeding ten days.

“(b) Within such ten-day period the
Surgeon General shall transmit to the court
a certified report as to whether the eligible
person is a drug user and the eligible person
shall be returned to the court for such fur-
ther proceedings as may be necessary. A
copy of the report shall be made available
to the eligible person and to the Government
attorney. If the eligible person wishes to
contest the findings contained in the report,
the court shall order a hearing. At such
hearing the court may, besides considering
the content of the report, consider any other
relevant information which may be brought
to its attention. If the court, acting on the
report and on the hearing if any, holds that
the eligible person is not a drug user, he
shall be held to answer the criminal charges
which were previously held in abeyance. If
the court, acting on the report and on the
hearing if any, determines that the eligible
person is a drug user, the eligible person may
be committed to the custody of the Surgeon
General.

“(e) No person charged with a violation
of a Federal law relating to narcotics shall
be eligible for clvil commitment if it ap-
peared that—

“(1) the offense involved the sale or other
transfer of narcotics;

**(2) there is pending against the person
a prior charge of a erime and such charge
has not been finally determined or sentence
following conviction on such charge, includ-
ing any time on parole, has not been fully
served;

“(3) the person has been convicted on one
or more prior occasions of a felony;

“{4) the person has previously been civilly
committed because of his narcotics use;

“(6) facllities for the hospital care and
treatment of narcotics users, or facilitles for
their aftercare supervision, are certified by
the Surgeon General to be unavailable or in-
adequate at the time the commitment is
sought;

“(6) it is not in the interest of justice to
commit the person civilly.

“(d) Whenever a drug user has been civil-
ly committed pursuant to this Act, the
eriminal charge which led to his arrest shall
be continued without final disposition and
shall be dismissed only after the drug user
has been released from the custody of the
Surgeon General and has been duly certified
by the aftercare authority as having suc-
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cessfully completed the aftercare period. If
the Surgeon General at any time prior to
such certification determines that the drug
user cannot be further treated as a medical
problem because of his apparent incorrigi-
bility or nonresponsiveness to medical treat-
ment, he shall so advise the court and the
criminal proceedings against the drug user
shall thereupon be resumed. In the event
eriminal proceedings are resumed, after hav-
ing been held in abeyance, the drug user

shall receive full credit, against any sen-

tence which may be imposed, for the time
spent in the custody of the Surgeon Gen-
eral.

“{e) There shall be no adjournments be-
tween arrest and civil commitment other
than for the five-day period specified in
subsection (a) of this section, except for
compelling reasons, and a person who re-
quests consideration for civil commitment
shall not be admitted to bail or parole or
released on his own recognizance during the
pendency of the examination and commit-
ment procedures.

“COMMITMENT OF DRUG USER

“Sgc. 4 (a) A drug user committed to the
custody of the Surgeon General under the
provisions of this Act shall be committed for
an indeterminate period not to exceed thir-
ty-six months. The drug user shall not be
released prior to the expiration of this thirty-
six-month period unless it s certified by
the Surgeon General that the drug user has
been effectively removed from the habitual
use of drugs.

“(b) Upon release from such an indeter-
minate commitment the former drug user
may be required to report periodically for
a period of not more than two years for
such probationary aftercare treatment as the
Surgeon General may direct, the purpose of
such probation being to insure that the for-
mer drug user does not return to the use of
drugs. Throughout this period the proba-
tioner shall also be subject to home visits
and to such reasonable regulation of his
conduct as the probationary aftercare au-
thority may establish.

“(e) Throughout the probationary period
such probationer shall submit to such rea-
sonable tests to detect the use of narcotics
as may be ordered by the probation authori-
tles. If it is established at a hearing held by
the probationary aftercare authority, or it is
established by the probationer's own written
statement, that he has returned to the use of
narcotics, the Surgeon General shall so ad-
vise the court and the criminal proceedings
against the drug user shall thereupon be
resumed.

“CIVIL COMMITMENT NOT TO BE A CONVICTION

“Sec. 5. The determination made by the
court, on the report of the Surgeon Gen-
eral, that any person is a user within
the meaning of this Act, shall not be deemed
a criminal conviction, nor shall such person
be denominated a criminal by reason of such
determination. The results of any tests or
procedures to determine narcotlec addiction
by the Surgeon General shall not be used
against the examined person in any criminal
proceeding. The results may only be used
in a further proceeding under this Act, such
a proceeding not to include any criminal
charge continued without final disposition
under this Act. The fact, however, that a
person is a drug user may be elicited on his
cross-examination as bearing on his credi-
bility.

““USE OF STATE FACILITIES

“Sgc. 6. The Surgeon General is authorized
to enter into agreements with States (and
political subdivisions thereof) under which
appropriate facilitles of such States, or po-
litical subdivisions thereof, as the case may
be, will be made available, on a reimbursable
basis, for the care of individuals civilly com-
mitted pursuant to the foregoing provisions
of this Act.
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“STATE LAWS NOT AFFECTED

“Sec.7. This Act shall not be construed
as indlcating an intent on the part of Con-
gress to occupy the field in which this Act
operates to the exclusion of a law of any
State, territory, Commonwealth, or posses-
sion of the United States, and no law of any
Btate, territory, Commonwealth, or posses-
sion of the United States, which would be
valid in the absence of this Act shall be de-
clared invalid, and no local authorities shall
be deprived of any jurisdiction over any of-
fense over which they would have jurisdic-
tion in the absence of this Act.

“SEPARABILITY PROVISION

*“Sec. 8. If any provision of this Act or the
application of such provision to any circum-
stance shall be held invalid, the validity of
the remainder of this Act and the applica-
bility of such provision to other ecircum-
stances shall not be affected thereby.

“EFFECTIVE DATE

“SEC. 9. This Act shall become effective on
July 1, 1864, and shall not apply to any case
pending in any court of the United States
arising from an arrest made prior to July 1,
1964.”

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF
FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
know my colleagues are aware, and share
with me the conviction, that no US.
institution is more important to the se-
curity of the Nation than the Foreign
Service of the United States.

Upon the dedication, the skills, the
abilities of those who represent this Na-
tion in its dealings with foreign nations,
depend foreign policy successes or fail-
ures. Therefore our Foreign Service
cannot be third rate, or even second
aat.e. Only a first-rate institution will

0.

For a number of years now, I have
been concerned about the quality of our
tremendously expanded Foreign Serv-
ice. I do not challenge the dedication
of its personnel—they have proven, time
and again, that they are conscientiously
devoted to serving the best interests of
the United States.

It has seemed to me, however, that
there has been a failure to provide For-
eign Service personnel with the best tools
to develop their skills and increase their
knowledge of so many additional techni-
cal and political developments. And
one of the chief shortcomings, in my
view, has been the inadequacy of the
training programs for our oversea per-
sonnel,

In effort toward correcting this de-
ficieney, in both 1959 and 1961, I in-
troduced in the Senate a bill to provide
for the establishment of a Foreign Servy-
ice Academy.

On January 14 of this year, drawing
on the recommendations of the Herter
Committee on Foreign Service Personnel
and the President’s Advisory Panel on a
National Academy of Foreign Affairs, I
introduced a new bill, S. 15.

Since the introduction of S. 15, the
President has transmitted to the Con-
gress draft legislation to provide for the
establishment of a National Academy of
Foreign Affairs; and I think he is to be
highly commended for his initiative in
this field. I know he has given a great
deal of thought to the requirements of
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the United States in the field of foreign
affairs; and also that he believes maxi-
mum effectiveness of our oversea per-
sonnel deserves priority attention.

In his message transmitting the draft
legislation to the Congress, the Presi-
dent called attention to the “new world”
in which we live—“a world marked by
the continuing threat of communism, by
the emergence of new nations seeking
political independence and economic
growth, and by the obligations we have
assumed to help free peoples maintain
their freedom.”

To meet the new situation the Presi-
dent is asking Congress to establish a
National Academy of Foreign Affairs—
a “new institution” to “assure vigorous
and comprehensive programs of train-
ing, education, and research for the
personnel of all departments.”

A point or two in the administration’s
draft is at variance with my own think-
ing, and we will no doubt discuss these
and the other provisions in committee,
before presenting the bill to the Senate.

Nonetheless, because I believe the
President’s proposal is worthy of thor-
ough consideration by the Congress, on
behalf of Senators SaLTONSTALL, MANS-
FIELD, HUMPHREY, SMATHERS, BOGGS,
McGEeE, YARBOROUGH, Moss, Lonc of Mis-
souri, RawnporrH, CLARK, ENGLE, and
RieicorF, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, this bill to establish a National
Academy of Foreign Affairs, and ask
unanimous consent to have it printed at
this point in the REcorbp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the Recorp.

The bill (S. 865) to provide for the
establishment of the National Academy
of Foreign Affairs, and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. SYMINGTON
(for himself and other Senators), was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
and ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “National Academy
of Foreign Affairs Act of 1963.”

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 2. The Congress hereby finds that the
security and welfare of the United States
require that our commitment in the struggle
for peace and freedom throughout the world
continue fto be strengthened by the devel-
opment of better trained and more knowl-
edgeable officers of our Government and
others concerned with the increasingly com-
plex problems of foreign affairs. The com-
plexity of such problems is clearly evidenced
by the threat of world communism, the rapid
emergence of new countries striving to be
politically independent and economically
viable, and new patterns of thought and ac-

tion affecting the political, economic, and
social intercourse among nations.

The Congress further finds and declares
that our responsibilities can be fulfilled more
effectively by the establishment of an in-
stitution at which training, education, and
research in foreign affairs and related fields
may be undertaken on an interdepartmental
basis which would support Integrated United
States efforts overseas and at the seat of
Government. The United States can assure
that its positlon as a leader among nations
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shall be maintained and improved through
maximum utilization of its potential by pool-
ing the best of American minds end Te-
sources to create a great institution that
will carry forward our American tradition of
academic freedom and will serve as America's
complete and total commitment to freedom
and peace in the world.

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF
FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Sec. 3. There is hereby established the
National Academy of Foreign Affairs (here-
inafter referred to as the “Academy") which
shall be an agency of the United States,
and shall be located in or near the District
of Columbia. The Academy shall be estab-
lished for the purposes of training, educa-
tion, and research in foreign affairs and re-
lated flelds, both in the United States and
abroad, and for promoting and fostering re-
lated programs and study incident thereto.
The Academy shall be maintained for officers
and employees of the Government, and others
when deemed to be in the national interest.

BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY
OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Sec. 4. (a) There shall be a Board of Regents
of the National Academy of Foreign Affairs
(hereinafter referred to as the “Board”).
The Board shall determine policy and provide
guidance to the Chancellor of the National
Academy of Forelgn Affairs in the execution
of the powers, functions, and duties of the
Academy.

(b) The Board shall consist of—

(1) the Secretary of State, who shall be
the Chairman;

(2) four members designated by the Presi-
dent, from time to time, from among the
officers of the United States who are re-
quired to be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate;

(3) five members appointed from private
life by the President, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate; and

(4) the Chancellor of the Academy.

Members appointed from private life shall
be United States citizens of outstanding at-
tainment in the flield of public and interna-
tional affairs or education. The first mem-
bers so0 appointed shall continue in office for
terms of three, four, five, six, and seven
years, respectively, from the effective date
of this Act, and the term of each shall be
designated by the President. Their succes-
sors shall be appointed for terms of five
years, except that any person chosen to fill
a vacancy shall be appointed only for the
unexpired term of the member whom he shall
succeed.

(c) The Board may—

(1) establish visiting committees from
among its membership or otherwise to in-
quire periodically into matters relating to
the Academy which the Board desires to be
considered; and

(2) call in advisers for consultation.

(d) Members of the Board appointed from
private life and any members of visiting
committees or advisers appointed from pri-
vate life, shall receive compensation at the
rate of $100 for each day while engaged
in the actual performance of their officlal
duties and in necessary travel.

THE CHANCELLOR OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY
OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS

SeEc. 5. (a) The chief executive of the
Academy shall be the Chancellor of the
National Academy of Foreign Affairs (herein-
after referred to as the “Chancellor”). Ex-
cept as otherwise specifically provided here-
in, the Chancellor shall have authority and
be responsible for the execution of the
powers, functions, and duties of the Acad-
emy. In accordance with the policles and
guldance established by the Board, he shall
take such actions as may be required to
carry out the purposes of the Academy; cor-
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relate the training, education, and research
furnished by the Academy with the activi-
ties of other Government agencies and with
the programs of private institutions; and
encourage and foster such programs outside
the Academy as will be complementary to
those of the Academy. The Chancellor may
from time to time make such provisions as
he shall deem appropriate authorizing the
performance by any other officer or employee
of the Academy of any function of the
Chancellor.

(b) The Chancellor shall be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, and shall be compen-
sated at a rate established from time to
time by the President, based on comparable
salaries provided by leading universities. In
case of death, resignation, absence, or dis-
ability of the Chancellor, a member of the
faculty or stafl of the Academy designated
by the Chancellor shall, unless otherwise
directed by the President, perform the duties
of the Chancellor until a successor is ap-
pointed or such absence or disabllity shall
cease.

BPECIFIC AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF
THE CHANCELLOR

SEc. 6. Under such policies and guidance
as the Board may establish, the Chancellor
may—

(a) appoint and compensate, as faculty or
stafl of the Academy, on a full- or part-time
basis, such officers, employees, and attorneys
as he may deem necessary to carry out the
provisions of this Act, in accordance with the
provisions of the clvil service laws and reg-
ulations and the Classification Act of 1949,
as amended, except that in the absence of
suitably qualified United States citizens, he
may appoint and compensate persons who
are not citizens of the United States: Pro-
vided, that when deemed necessary by the
Board for the effective administration of this
Act, members of the faculty may be ap-
pointed and compensated without regard to
such laws and regulations: Provided further,
such members of the faculty shall receive a
salary at a rate based on comparable salaries
provided by leading universities, but not
to exceed the rate provided for GS-18 of the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended;

(b) arrange, with the consent of the head
of the Government agency concerned, for the
asslgnment or detail of any officer or em-
ployee of the Government, to serve on the
faculty or staff of the Academy, or to re-
ceive training or education or to perform
research at the Academy. To ecarry out
the purposes of this subsection, the head
of any Government agency may under such
arrangement assign or detail any officer or
employee of his agency to serve on the
stafl or faculty of the Academy, or to re-
celve training or education or to perform re-
search at the Academy. Such assignment or
detail shall be deemed to be without preju-
dice to his status or opportunity for ad-
vancement within his own agency;

(c) permit other persons, including indi-
viduals who are not citizens of the United
States, to recelve training or education or to
perform research at the Academy when
deemed in the national interest; and to pro-
vide appropriate orientation and language
training to members of family of officers and
employees of the Government in anticipa-
tion of the assignment abroad of such ofli-
cers and employees or while abroad; but
such persons and members of family shall
not be deemed, by virtue of attendance at
the Academy, to be Federal employees for
any purpose of law;

(d) make arrangements (including con-
tracts, agreements, and grants) for the con-
duct of such research and other scholarly
activities in foreign affairs and related fields
by private or public institutions or persons
as may Implement the functions of the
Academy;
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{e) pay the necessary tultion and other
expenses of officers and employees of the
Government who are attending the Academy,
for additional special instruction or training
at or with public or private nonprofit insti-
tutions, trade, labor, agricultural, or scien-
tific assoclations, or commerclal firms;

{f) procure eerviccs os authorized by sec-
tion 15 of the Administrative Expenses Act
of 1946, as amended (5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates
not to exceed $100 each day for irdividuals,
and in addition transportation expenses and
per diem in lieu of subsistence while away
from their homes or regular places of busi-
ness, as authoriead by section 5 of sald Act,
as amended (5 U.S.C. T3b-2) : Provided, that
irdividuals may serve singly or as members
of committees: Provided further, that con-
tracts so authorized may be renewed
annually;

(g, pay travel and relatcd exrenses of the
members of the Board, the Chancellor, fac-
ulty, staff, students of the Academy, mem-
bers of visiting committees, and advisers to
the Board as authorized by section 911 of the
Foreign Service Act of 1946, as amended (22
U.S.C. 1136). or by the Travel Expense Act
of 1949, as amended (5 U.S.C. 835-842), and
sections 1 and 7 of the Administrative Ex-
penses Act of 1946, as amended (5 US.C.
73b-1 and 8), or by section 303 of the Career
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended (37
U.S.C. 404-406), as appropriate;

(h utilize or employ the services, person-
nel, equipment, or facilities of any other
Government agency, with the consent of the
head of the Government agency concerned,
to perform such functions on behalf of the
Academy as may anpear dcsirable;

(1) acquire in the United States or abroad
such real and personal property as may be
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of the Acad>my: Provided, that the acquisi-
tion by lease or otherwise of bulldings or
parts of bulldings in the United States, in-
cluding the District of Columbia, for use of
the Academy, shall be through the Adminis-
trator of General Services;

(J) accept, receive, hold, and administer
gifts, bequests, or devises of money, securi-
tles, or property made for or to the benefit
of, or in connection with the Acad=my, In
accordance with section 1021 of the Foreign
Bervice Act of 1048, as amended (22 U.S.C.
809); and

(k) prescribe rules and regulstions gov-
erning the function and operation of the
Academy, consistent with policies and guid-
ance established by the Board.

PROVISION FOR COPYRIGHTS

Sec. 7. Members of the Board from private
life, Chancellor, members of the faculty, and
persons in attendance at, or serving with,
the Academy shall be encouraged to write
and speak on subjects within thelr special
competence, and such writings and speeches
other than those required in the performance
of their official duties shall not be considered
publications of the United States Govern-
ment within the meaning of the Act of
March 4, 1909, as amended (17 US.C. 8), or
the Act of January 12, 1835, as amended
(44 U.S.C. 58).

AFFLOPRIATIONS AND USE OF FUNDS

Sec. B. (a) There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such funds as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this Act,
and when so provided In an appropriation
Act, such funds may remain available until
exp-nded.

{b) Funds appropriated for the purposes
of this Act or transferred to the Academy by
other Government agencies for such pur-
poses shall be available for the exercise of
any authority granted by this Act, including,
but not limited to: expentes of printing and
binding without regard to the provisions of
section 11 of the Act of March 1, 1919 (44
U.S.C. 111); entertainment and officlal cour=-
tesles to the extent authorized by appropri-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

atlons; purchase, rent, or lease of offices,
bulldings, grounds, and living quarters for
the use of the Academy, payments therefor
in advance, and maintenance, improvement,
and repair of such properties or grounds;
expenses of attendance at meetings con-
cerned with furthering the purposes of this
Act, including (notwithstanding the provi-
sions of section 9 of Public Law 60-328 (31
U.S.C. 673)) expenses in connection with
meectings of persons whose appointment, em-
ployment, assignment, detail, or services is
authorized by subsections 6 (a), (b), (f),and
(h) of this Act.

REPEALS AND SAVING CLAUSES

SEc. 9. (a) Section 701 of the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1946, as amended (22 U.S.C. 1041),
is amended to read as follows: “The Secre-
tary of State is authorized to furnish train-
ing and instruction in the field of forelgn
affairs to officers and employees of the
Foreign Service and to the Department and
to other officers and employees of the Gov-
ernment when such training and Instruction
are not otherwise provided at the Academy
or elsewhere. The Secretary may also pro-
vide appropriate orientation and language
training to members of family of officers and
employees of the Government in anticipation
of the as'lgnment abroad of such officers and
employees or while abroad.”

(b) Sections 702-707 of the Forelgn Service
Act of 1948, as amended (22 U.S.C. 1042-
1047), are hereby repealed.

(¢) Section 573(b) of the Foreign Service
Act of 1948, as amended (22 U.B.C. 963), Is
further amended by adding the following:
“The Secretary may pay the necessary tul-
tion and other expenees for any such officer
or employce.”

(d) Section 578 of the Forelgn Service Act
of 1946, as amended (22 U.S.C. 968), 1s fur-
ther amended by deletion of the phrase “at
the Foreign Service Institute or elsewhere”
from the final clause of the third sentence.

(e) So much of the property, records, un-
expended balances of appropriations, alloca-
tions, and other funds held. used, available,
or to be made available In connection with
the Forelgn Service Institute, as established
by sections 701-707 of the Foreign Service Act
of 1946, as amended (22 U.S.C. 1041-1047),
that relate to the work of the Academy, as
d-termined by the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, are hereby authorized to be
transferred to the Academy and the Chan-
cellor thereof.

() Notwithstanding the provisions of this
Act, all determinations, authorizations, regu-
lations, orders, contracts, agreements, and
other actions taken, issued or entered into
under authority of statutes repealed by this
Act shall continue in full force and effect
until modified by appropriate authority.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent that the bill
lie on the Secretary’s desk for a week in
order that additional Senators wishing
to cosponsor may do so.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I also ask unani-
mous consent, Mr. President, to have
included at this point in the Recorp
the President’'s letter of transmittal,
and also an accompanying memoran-
dum prepared for him by Secretary of
State Dean Rusk.

There being no objection, the letter
and memorandum were ordered fo be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Tue Waire House,
February 11, 1963.
Hon. LynponN B. JOHNSON,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PresipEnT: I am transmitting

herewith for the consideration of the Con=-
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gress a bill to provide for the establishment
of the National Academy of Foreign Affairs,
together with a memorandum summarizing
and discussing the principal provisions of
the proposed legislation.

In the last quarter century, there has
been a dramatic change in the role and
responsibilities of the United States in world
affairs. Before the Second World War, our
commitments to the world outside our own
hemisphere were limited. Our role was
characteristically that of observer, not of
participant. Our representatives abroad
concentrated on reporting events rather
than on working to change their course.
We had no major programs of forelgn as-
sistance or oversea information or cultural
exchange.

Today we live in a new world—a world
marked by the continuing threat of com-
munism, by the emergence of new nations
seeking political independence and economic
growth, and by the obligations we have
assumed to help free peoples maintain their
freedom. To meet the challenges of this
new world, we have enormously expanded
and diversified our oversea commitments,
operations and activities.

These operations involve virtually every
department and agency of our Government.
Nearly a milllon Americans are serving our
Nation beyond our national frontlers. And
the hopes for progress and freedom in much
of the world rest in great part on the Ameri-
can contribution.

This new situation demands men and
women capable of informed and forceful ac-
tion everywhere within the economie, polit-
ical anc soctal spectrum of our concern. It
requires these men and women to apply their
speclalized skills and experience to many di-
verse problems and activities, and at the same
time to maintain an essential unity of pur-
pose and action so that all these operations
can be coordinated Into a harmonious whole.
It therefore demands a new approach to the
training and education of men and women
for service overseas. It calls for new pro-
ficlency in the analysis of current problems,
new gkill in the formulation of policy, new
effectiveness in the coordination and execu-
tion of decision, new understanding of the
tactics of communism and the strategy of
freedom, and new preparation for the multi-
tude of tasks which await our Government
personnel everywhere in the world.

The varlous Federal departments and
agencies have already made extensive efforts
to develop programs to equip their personnel
for these new challenges. But a plecemeal,
department-by-department approach is no
longer adequate. A new institution is ur-
gently needed to provide leadership for those
efforts—to assure and comprehen-
slve programs of training, education, and re-
search for the personnel of all departments.

The proposed National Academy of Foreign
Affairs is based on recommendations made by
two distinguished groups of educators and
public servants. Autonomous in nature and
interdepartmental in scope, the Academy
would be designed to provide our forelgn af-
fairs personnel with the fundamental knowl-
edge and understanding which Is indis-
pensable to serving our Nation effectively in
today’s complex world. It is not Intended
in any way to supersede or to compete with
the notable work now carried on in our col-
leges and universities. The central burden
of basic education in forelgn affairs must,
of course, remain in nongovernmental hands.

Unlike the present Foreign Service Insti-
tute, the Academy will not be orfented
primarily to the work of the Department of
State alone, but will be the nucleus of Gov-
ernment-wide training and research in inter-
national matters. Therefore, the proposed
legislation calls for the repeal of earlier
legislation establishing the Forelgn Service
Institute and for the transfer of appropriate
facilities of the Institute to the Academy.
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The Department of State will retain author-
ity to provide specialized inservice training
of a routine character on subjects of ex-
clusive interest to its own personnel, as will
other Federal agencies.

Nor would the Academy detract from the
valuable contribution being made by our
senior professional military schools. Finally,
it would not propagate any single doctrine
or philosophy about the conduct of forelgn
affairs. BSuch an institution can serve the
cause of freedom only as it embodies the
spirit of freedom, and it can fulfill its mis-
sion only by meeting the best standards of
intellectual excellence and academic freedom.

The Academy is intended to enable faculty
and students of the highest quality to focus
our collective experience and knowledge on
the issues most vital to the advancement of
our national purpose. With the full backing
of the Government and academic com-
munity, it will, it is hoped, attract the
essential leadership that will make it a great
center of training, education, and research
in foreign affairs.

I earnestly hope that the Congress will give
early and favorable consideration to this
proposed legislation.

Sincerely,
JoHN F. KENNEDY.

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, D.C.
Subject: Bill to provide for the establish-
ment of the National Academy of Foreign
Affairs

During recent years, the need for advanced
professional training, education, and re-
search in the vast and intricate fleld of
American foreign affairs has become increas-
ingly evident, both to the Federal agencles
directly concerned and to outside political
and academic leaders. Strenuous efforts
have been made to meet this need by the

expansion and improvement of existing fa-

cilities, but the weight of evidence makes it
clear that plecemeal measures will no longer
suffice and that a wholly new approach is
needed.

The importance of a new approach to for-
eign affairs training, education, and research
was highlighted in the report of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs Personnel, chaired
by former Secretary of State Christian Her-
ter. It was also the subject of a recent re-
port to you submitted by a speclal Presiden-
tial Advisory Panel of academic leaders,
chaired by Dr. James A. Perkins. The legis-
lation now being proposed is based primarily
upon the findings and recommendations of
the latter report, although it has taken ac-
count of ideas and suggestions from many
other sources, including various leglslative
proposals put forward by Members of the
Congress in past years.

The most significant features of the pro-
posed legislation are the following:

1. Enactment of the legislation will mani-
fest a clear and firm commitment by the
Congress and the executive branch to make
training, eduecation, and research in forelgn
affairs a more effective and integrated instru-
ment of American foreign policy.

2. The program of the proposed Academy
will encompass the entire range of forelgn
affairs and thereby serve the totality of
American interests. Thus, while the meth-
ods of resisting Communist expansion—di-
rect and Indirect—must be given great em-
phasis, this subject obviously cannot be
treated in isolation It must be closely
linked with various interrelated purposes
and activities of U.S. foreign policy, such as
the economic and soclal advancement of the
less-developed countries, the preservation of
our regional alllances, and the promotion
of American commercial ties with other na-
tlons. In other words, the proposed legis-
lation recognizes that American foreign pol-
icy has many specialized and interlocking
components, and contemplates a training
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and research program that will embrace all
these components and clarify the relation-
ship among them.

3. In the broader sense, the program of
the new Academy may be expected to better
meet our needs in three major areas: (a)
the analysis, compilation, and distribution
of the products of the best thinking de-
veloped in governmental and private re-
search institutions; (b) the study and eval-
uation of past and present U.S. operating
experience in varlous fields of foreign af-
fairs (especially in new or expanded program
areas); and (c) the training and education
of professional staffs responsible for formu-
lating, supervising, and conducting foreign
affairs activities.

4. As the Academy's program is deslgned to
cover all significant aspects of foreign af-
fairs, so it must meet the needs of all U.S.
departments and agencles actively involved
in foreign relations. The Academy, which
would replace the Forelgn Service Institute,
would be the focal point of efforts to provide
training, education, and research in subjects
affecting the conduct of our international
programs on a governmentwide basis,
Existing law providing for the Foreign Serv-
ice Institute would be replaced and the
transfer of certain of its facilitles to the
Academy would be authorized. The De-
partment of State, like other Federal agen-
cles, would continue to possess the authority
to provide speclalized training needed by its
own personnel. When the Academy is in op-
eration, it will be the principal source of
professional training and education for per-
sonnel of the State Department, the USIA,
and AID, as well as a supplemental source
of training for more than 20 other Federal
agencies.

5. The proposed legislation establishes the
Academy as a separate Institution, with in-
dependent and ample facilities for furnish-
ing advanced trailning and education to
foreign affairs personnel throughout the Gov-
ernment, for initiating and conducting use-
ful research and for performing other tasks
assigned to it. For example, the Academy,
under the direction of a Chancellor ap-
pointed by the President, will choose its own
faculty members, develop its own curriculum,
collect and organize pertinent materials from
governmental agencies and outside sources,
design and carry out its research programs,
and take the initiative in fostering supple-
mentary research by private institutions. At
the same time, the operations of the Acad-
emy will be subject to basic policy guid-
ance provided by a board of regents, chaired
by the Secretary of Btate and consisting of
four other high Federal officlals and five
prominent private citizens designated by the
President with the advice and consent of the
Senate. These arrangements will establish
an appropriate linkage between the work of
the Academy and that of the operating agen-
cles of the Government and thereby insure
that the training and research undertaken
by the Academy will not be conducted in an
“ivory tower"” atmosphere but will be gen-
uinely geared to the concrete needs of the
agencies actually engaged in international
operations. This linkage will also enable
the Academy and the operating agencles to
work out mutually satisfactory procedures
to permit the faculty, students and research
workers of the Academy to galn access to
pertinent classified materials while maintain-
ing appropriate security safeguards.

6. The proposed legislation gives the Chan-
cellor administrative authorities and respon-
sibilities similar to those normally possessed
by heads of major private educational in-
stitutions. If the Academy is to be success-
ful, it must attract personnel of the high-
est quality, must be able to achieve and
maintain rigorous academic standards, must
have optimum flexibility to adjust its activi-
ties to ever-changing requirements, and
must have access to equipment, property,
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services and other resources comparable to
those available in leading universities.

7. While the research, education, and
tralning conducted by the Academy will pri-
marily be for officers of the Federal Govern-
ment, the proposed legislation will permit
private American citizens, and even foreign
nationals, to receive training at the Academy
where such training is deemed to be in the
national interest. The criteria for screening
and selecting such tralnees, and the security
restrictions to be applied to them, will be de-
veloped by the Chancellor under the guld-
ance of the Board of Regents.

8. The proposed Academy will not In any
sense compete with the activities of estab-
lished colleges and universities, but rather
will serve as a channel through which the
knowledge, opinions, experiments, and ideas
of the whole academic world may be used
more effectively in the Government's foreign
affairs programs. Thus, the Academy will
not attempt to duplicate the basic courses
provided by colleges and universities. In-
stead it will develop new programs of train-
ing and research designed to synthesize these
diverse educational resources, plus the
knowledge and experience within the Gov-
ernment itself, and focus them upon the
concrete problems of forelgn affalrs. Simi-
larly, the Academy will continue to look to
private colleges, universities, and foundations
for assistance and cooperation in many
phases of advanced research and training and
will have authority to contract for such
services where necessary.

9. The proposed legislation provides that
the National Academy will be physically lo-
cated In or near the District of Columbia.
‘While there might be certain values in seek-
ing a more distant location, these are clear-
ly outweighed by the advantages of a lo-
cation close to the headquarters of the
various departments and agencies engaged in
the actual conduct of forelgn affairs. Such
a location will permit the faculty, students,
and research workers to gain ready access
to experlenced lecturers and advisers, to
consult with appropriate officials in the ex-
ecutive branch and the Congress, to observe
actual governmental operations, and to ob-
tain pertinent documents from governmental
libraries and files.

10. In view of the ever-changing tides and
cross currents of international relations, and
the changing plans, programs, and emphasis
of the various departments and agencles
responsible for the conduct of forelgn affairs,
a detailed and defined curriculum at this
time would be unrealistic. However, it is
expected that the Academy will place
emphasis upon training, education, and
research in such matters as: (a) the meth-
ods of formulating the goals of U.S. foreign
policy in the light of American institutions
and values and the means by which policies
to achleve these goals are developed and
executed, including coordination of the work
of the different U.S. agencies, both at home
and abroad; (b) Communist history, theory,
strategy, tactics, and resources—military
and nonmilitary—and the methods of de-
tecting and counteracting Communist efforts
to dominate, penetrate, and subvert free
socletles and institutions; (e¢) political,
social, economic, and cultural evolutions and
conditions in critical areas of the world;
(d) the problems of social and economic
advancement in the less-developed areas,
and the means of coping with such problems;
and (e) the structure, activities, relation-
ships and implicatione of international
organizations.

Early enactment of this legislation will be
a major step forward in bringing more fully
to bear the resources of the Government and
the Nation on the challenges and problems
of foreign affairs confronting us in these
turbulent times.

DeaN

RUSK,
Secretary of State.
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate the
courtesy of the Senator from Missouri in
permitting me to join in the sponsorship
of the bill. It is a subject in which I
have been interested for a long time. I
originally introduced a bill, in 1949, to
permit greater opportunity for study by
members of the Foreign Service. Then,
with the Senator from Arkansas, in 1959,
I inserted in the proposal a language re-
quirement. I think the present majority
leader, the Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansFIELD], was also a member of that
group.

This bill proposes a new form of Insti-
tute. While in the past there was objec-
tion by the State Department to an Acad-
emy for Foreign Service similar to the
Academies at Annapolis and West Point,
this proposed Institute is a different con-
cept from those. Is that correct?

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. This is an Insti-
tute to permit greater opportunity for
study by persons who are already mem-
bers of the Foreign Service. It is not a
specialized institution, as such, similar
to the institutions of the Military Estab-
lishment.

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Like the Sena-
tor from Missouri, I have urged that
such a bill be passed. When the oppor-
tunity for hearing comes, I shall have
some minor suggestions which I think
will improve the bill, but I think the
substance of the bill is excellent. I am
glad the Senator has permitted me to
join in its sponsorship with him.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able
Senator from Massachusetts for his com-
ments. There is no Member of the Sen-
ate I would more prefer to be a cospon-
sor of the bill than the Senator from
Massachusetts. If he will be kind enough
to give me his thoughts with respect to
the bill, I shall be glad to present those
thoughts to the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I shall be glad
to do so0, in the form of a letter.

BURIAL OF WAR CORRESPONDENTS
IN NATIONAL CEMETERIES

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to authorize burial of war corre-
spondents in national cemeteries. I am
introducing the bill in recognition of the
faet that this particular group of Amer-
iean civilians have served with members
of the Armed Forces under combat condi-
tions but are accorded virtually no rec-
ognition by our Government for a spe-
cial type of public service performed
during wartime. Congress should decide
whether some appropriate recognition
should be given to the work of men and
women who served as war correspond-
ents. I ask unanimous consent for the
bill to lie at the desk for 3 days for addi-
tional sponsors.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will lie
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on the desk, as requested by the Senator
from Oregon.

The bill (S. 869) toauthorize the burial
of certain news correspondents in na-
tional cemeteries, introduced by Mrs.
NEUBERGER, Was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

FEDERAL PAYMENT FORMULA—
BORROWING AUTHORITY FOR
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, it is my
pleasure to send to the desk, for intro-
duction and appropriate reference, draft
legislation submitted by President Ken-
nedy to provide for increased Federal
Government participation in meeting
the costs of maintaining the Nation's
Capital City and to authorize Federal
loans to the District of Columbia for
capital improvement programs.

In brief, title I of the bill would estab-
lish a formula for computing the annual
Federal in-lieu-of-tax payment to the
District of Columbia. Title II would
authorize additional borrowing author-
ity for capital improvements, tying the
maximum general fund Adebt limit to an
assessed valuation percentage.

I believe the President’s proposals
present a dynamic and realistic approach
to the District’s perennially difficult
fiscal problems confronting the Congress.
In my judegment the bill offers a real
and challenging hope for Congress to
help the District’s taxpaying citizens get
the Nation's Capital City on a sound,
businesslike, and fiscally responsible
basis.

As chairman of the Senate District
Committee for some years and as an
Appropriations Committee member as
well, I have advocated a Federal pay-
ment formula since 1960 when I pro-
posed before Congress that such a real-
istic approach be adopted. This method
should ease the difficult task of the Ap-
propriations Committee each year in
determining an adequate Federal pay-
ment when the imponderables of District
tax revenue forecasts and borrowing au-
thority totals come into play.

This bill would afford the greatest
breakthrough in more than 40 years in
meeting the money problems unique to
this federally controlled and congres-
sionally operated city. It envisions sub-
stantial tax increases for District resi-
dents at the same time the Federal
Government is asked to boost its share.

This cooperative effort would seem an

equitable step toward curing some of the
Capital City’'s known ills which tragically
make themselves felt too often such as
the growing crime rate and school dis-
cipline and juvenile delinquency prob-
lems.
Money alone is not the all-purpose
remedy for the District’s ailments. I,
for one, hold high hope that the District
Commissioners and the District govern-
ment's department heads and employees
on all levels will also shoulder their fiscal
responsibilities with greater diligence in
all administrative areas. They, too,
share an equal burden with the Congress
and the city’s taxpaying citizenry.

I shall call hearings on this bill within
the next several weeks. It is essential
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that the legislative authorizations be dis-
posed of in good time in order that the
appropriations committees may have
those guidelines to aid their work,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter submitted to the Con-
gress by the President accompanying his
draft legislation be printed in full at the
conclusion of my remarks, providing
more detailed information about the
Federal payment formula and the bor-
rowing authority proposals.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the letter will be
printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 871) to provide for in-
creased Federal Government participa-
tion in meeting the costs of maintaining
the Nation's Capital City and to au-
thorize Federal loans to the District of
Columbia for capital improvement pro-
grams, introduced by Mr. BiBLE, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and referred
to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

The letter presented by Mr. BiBLE is as
follows:

THE WaITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., February 11, 1963.
Hon. LyNpoxN B. JOHNSON,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR Mg. PresmeNT: I transmit herewith
a proposed bill “To provide for Iincreased
Federal Government participation in meet-
ing the costs of maintaining the Nation's
Capital City and to authorize Federal loans
to the District of Columbia for capital im-
provement programs.”

The message which I sent to the Congress
on January 18, 1963, transmitting the Dis-
trict of Columbia budget, explained the cur-
rent crisis in the financial affairs of the Dis-
trict, and set out In some detall my
proposal for both an immediate and « longer
range solution. The proposed bill would
implement two elements of my proposal—
the increase In the authorization for the
Federal payment to the District, and the au-
thorization of additional borrowing from the
Treasury.

The District Commissioners, who have co-
operated in the development of this proposal
and in the preparation of this draft bill, have
moved promptly to implement the third ele-
ment—the increases in local taxes. A major
portion of these Increases will also r
legislative authorization. A draft bill for this
purpose will be submitted to the Congress
by the Commissioners.

Title I of the enclosed draft bill, which
deals with the Federal payment to the Dis-
trict, would authorize a payment based on a
formula reflecting what the Federal Govern-
ment would pay if it were a taxable entity.
Under this plan, the details of which were
et out in my budget message, the authorlzed
Federal payment in fiscal year 1964 would be
approximately $53 million. It is estimated
to Increase to $67 million by fiscal year 18608,
by reason of the estimated increased owner-
ship and use of property in the District by
the Federal Government, the anticipated in-
creased level of local tax rates, and the ex-
pected increase in property values.

Title IT of the proposed bill which deals
with the additional borrowing authority,
proposes to authorize the Distriet to borrow
for general fund purposes from the Treasury
up to 6 percent of the assessed value of real
and personal property in the District. Un-
der this proposal, a discussion of which was
included in my budget message, the maxi-
mum general fund debt limit will be approx-
imately $225 million In fiscal year 1964, and
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will rise to an estimated $275 million in flscal
year 1869.

Taken together with the increases in local
taxes which are being proposed by the Com-
missioners, the proposed bill will not only
resolve the immediate urgent needs of the
District, but will also relleve the District’s
general fund financial problems for some
years in the future. For fiscal year 1964,
authorization of additlonal appropriations
for both the annual payment and capital
loans is an essential prerequisite for meeting
even the minimum needs of the District—
for education, for welfare and health, for
public safety, and for capital improvements.

Activities of the Federal Government make
large and increasing demands upon the Dis-
trict for space, facilities, and services. The
Government has an obligation to share fairly
the District’s burden in meeting the demands
made upon it. Proper development of the
Nation's Capltal requires adequate financial
resources, and I believe that enactment of
this draft legislation 1s essential to the
achievement of this objective. I therefore
hope that early hearings will be held, and
urge that favorable action be taken by the
Congress on this important legislation.

Sincerely,
Jorn F. KENNEDY.

COMPENSATION FOR RANGE IM-
PROVEMENTS ON CERTAIN LANDS

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a hill to
compensate range users for range im-
provements where land is taken to be de-
voted to Federal nonmilitary use.

The purpose of this bill is to provide
a means of equitable treatment to range
users who have made personal invest-
ments on public domain in pursuit of de-
veloping better acreage for the raising
of livestock, and at the same time pro-
viding needed land conservation.

At present, those who have invested
substantial moneys in the construction
and development of range improvements
have no protection under the law in the
face of Federal requirements of the land
for other than military or national de-
fense purposes.

I might point out that lands taken for
military use are excluded from the scope
of this bill since the act of July 9, 1942—
56 Stat. 6564, as amended, 43 U.S.C. 315g—
provides for compensation to grazing
licensees or permitfees who are forced to
sustain losses by reason of cancellation
of or prevention of use of authorized
grazing privileges resulting in the usage
of lands for war or national defense
purposes.

Part of the development of our range
lands in the area of improvements—a
continuing project since enactment of
the Taylor Grazing Act—has been borne
in cooperation with the Bureau of Land
Management, the cost of such develop-
ment having been shared by the permit-
tee or licensee and the Federal Govern-
ment.

But it is a fact conceded by the Bureau
of Land Management that in the major-
ity of cases, these necessary improve-
ments have been financed entirely by
stockmen under authorization permits
granted by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

These private expenditures, totaling
several million dollars, have contributed
to the improvement of the management
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anld c:levelopment of the public lands in-
volved.

Mr. President, early in the administra-
tion of the Taylor Grazing Act, regula-
tions were approved by the Secretary of
the Interior which provide that in the
event public land is appropriated by an
individual, the appropriator will be re-
quired to compensate the stockman per-
mittee or lessee for his contribution to
the cost of the grazing improvement at
its current value.

The regulation contemplates that any
Federal department or agency applying
for the withdrawal of lands will compen-
sate grazing users for the loss of grazing
improvements. However, this regulation
is not grounded on any statutory author-
ity dealing specifically with the subject,
but rather upon general authority and
policy. Further, any protection under
this regulation is limited to situations
where the withdrawal procedure is uti-
lized. In the absence of a withdrawal,
the appropriation or acquisition of the
use of the land by a Federal department
or agency might not afford the grazing
user any protection for his improve-
ments.

Also, should the department or agency
lack authority to pay for the improve-
ments, it, of course, cannot be required
by the Interior Department to do so.
This deficiency would be cured by the
legislation here proposed. The bill
would grant those range users having
an interest in noncooperative improve-
ments the choice of removing such im-
provements or of receiving the compen-
sation provided for in the bill for all
authorized range improvements. The
amount of compensation would be de-
termined by the Secretary of the Interior
at the time the department or agency
acquires the use of the land and would
be based on the fair and reasonable value
being depreciated to the date the depart-
ment or agency acquires the use of the
land.

In the case of the cooperate improve-
ments, range users would receive com-
pensation in proportion to their con-
tribution to the total cost of the
improvement based upon the fair and
reasonable value thereof depreciated to
the date the use of the land was acquired
by the department or agency.

Mr. President, the livestock industry
is in a critical economic condition, a
truth brought home during recent hear-
ings of the Senate Public Lands Sub-
committee. It is an industry which does
not have many of the protective features
which have been legislated for other in-
dustries of comparable importance to
the public welfare.

Enactment of this bill, Mr. President,
will be one way the public can demon-
strate, through its Congress, that it has
not completely forgotten the merits of
protecting the continuity of a wvalued
cornerstone of America.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 872) to compensate range
users for authorized range improve-
ments where land is taken to be devoted
to Federal nonmilitary use, introduced
by Mr. BiBLE, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
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CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PUBLIC
LANDS TO LINCOLN COUNTY,
NEV

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, on behalf
of my colleague, the junior Senator from
Nevada [Mr. Cannvon] and myself, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to direct the Secretary of the Interior to
convey certain public lands in the State
of Nevada to the county of Lincoln, State
of Nevada.

Mr. President, in Lincoln County we
find a graphic illustration of a condition
prevalent throughout the State of Ne-
vada wherein expansion is arrested be-
cause communities are landlocked by
immense Federal holdings.

At present, about 87 percent of the
110,000 square miles that make up the
land area within the boundaries of the
3ﬁtate of Nevada is under Federal owner-

D.
The problem this encirclement of Fed-
eral land presents to communities, whose
population is growing daily and indus-
trial capacities are continually increas-
ing, is obvious.

But the matter of landlocked Pioche,
Caliente, and Panaca—Lincoln County’s
principal communities—is one that com-~
pels even more urgent attention. These
three communities have been crippled
by the closing of lead-zinc mines which
for many years were the foundation of
their economy.

Now, Mr. President, the area seeks to
break the bonds of its depressed economy
by opening new lands upon which some
other type of industry could locate. But
the citizens of the area have been unable
to attract atiention to their purpose
simply because of a lack of land.

This proposed legislation provides that
2,900 acres of land would be sold to the
county after appraisal for its fair mar-
ket value.

It is my belief, Mr. President, that this
bill would be a cornerstone for the re-
habilitation of Linecoln County and its
citizenry, and I urge Congress to give it
prompt and favorable attention.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (8. 873) to direct the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain
public lands in the State of Nevada to
the county of Lincoln, State of Nevada,
introduced by Mr. BisLe (for himself
and Mr. CaNNON), was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
(f:‘:immittee on Interior and Insular Af-

Is.

ARMS CONTROL AND
DISARMAMENT

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, I have
prepared a concurrent resolution which
reads as follows:

S. CoN. REs. 21

Whereas the securlty of the United States
and the strength of free world alllances are
directly affected in any consideration of arma
control and/or disarmament; and

Whereas the Elghteen-Nation Committee
on Disarmament, meeting in Geneva, is con-
sldering steps toward general and complete
disarmament; and

Whereas bilateral negotlations for the re-
moval of intermediate range ballistic missiles
are underway between the United States and
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several of its partners in the Atlantic alli-
ance: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That it is the
sense of the Congress that the American
negotiating position in arms control or dis-
armament discussions include these safe-
guards:

(1) Complete on-the-spot inspection of all
areas involved in arms control or disarma-
ment agreements with Members of Congress
included as members of the inspection team.

(2) Reporting of the President of the
United States to the appropriate committees
of Congress, of any and all steps taken by
him which would tend to alter existing ratios
of weapons and the effectiveness between
this Nation and its allies, and the Soviet bloc
of nations.

(8) All preliminary and final arms control
or disarmament agreements be embodied in
treaties subject to the advice and consent of
the Senate of the United States.

Mr. President, I send the concurrent
resolution to the desk and ask that it
may remain on the desk for 10 days. A
number of Senators have expressed an
interest in cosponsoring the proposed
legislation, and I welcome all possible
COSponsors.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concur-
rent resolution will be received and
appropriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the concurrent resolution will lie
at the desk, as requested by the Senator
from Nebraska.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 21) was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations.

THE WILDERNESS BILL—AMEND-
MENT

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr.President, Isend to
the desk an amendment relative to S. 4,
the wilderness bill. I ask unanimous
consent that it remain at the desk for 4
days to receive such additional cospon-
sors as may wish to cosponsor the
amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and
appropriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the amendment will lie on the
desk, as requested by the Senator from
Colorado.

The amendment was referred to the
Committee on Inferior and Insular
Affairs.

RECORD OF VERMONT COWS IN
BIGGER AND BETTER HIKES

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, without
meaning to belittle in any way the ambi-
tions of the White House staff or the
accomplishments of the Office of the At-
torney General, I desire to ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
body of the Recorp an article entitled
“Brandon Cows Once Walked 1,200
Miles.” The article was published yes-
terday in the Rutland, Vt., Herald.

Mr. President, the article refers to the
time when two Vermont cows, named
Alice and Tomboy, walked from Brandon,
Vt., to St. Louis, Mo., a distance of 1,200
miles, in 90 days. To be sure, that was
less than 15 miles a day. They could
have walked much faster; but besides
walking from Vermont to St. Louis, to
show their physical fitness, those
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two cows gave an average of 40 pounds
of milk a day while they were on that
90-day hike.

If it were not for that, I would be
tempted to challenge—on behalf of the
Vermont cows—the White House staff to
a walk of any distance of 2 miles or
more. But inasmuch as the production
of 40 pounds of milk daily would present
an insurmountable obstacle to the White
House staff, I shall forgo issuing the
challenge at this time, and simply ask
unanimous consent that the article be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp.
as follows:

BranpoN Cows OncE WALKED 1,200 MILES

BranpoN,—Some of the older folks in this
tiny town have to smile when they read
about all the 50-mile walks being taken these
days. They remember the feats of a pair of
Vermont strollers back in 1928.

Alice and Tomboy were thelr names, and
they walked 1,200 miles in 90 days from
Brandon to St. Louis, Mo. They were headed
for the National Dairy Show where they be-
came star attractions.

Alice and Tomboy were prize Ayrshire
cows. Their walk across seven States, with
three men accompanying them, was a stunt
to promote the breed at the show. The
bossies were equipped with ox shoes for the
summertime journey.

Vermont Life magazine reported that right
up to the last mile Alice and Tomboy aver-
aged 40 pounds of milk daily.

The three men took turns leading the cows
and rested in a truck they used to carry
their equipment.

TAX CUT WOULD BE CERTAIN TO
INCREASE DEFICIT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is
virtually certain that the administra-
tion’s proposed tax cut would not in any
time period and under any circumstances
reduce the deficit or hasten the Nation’s
achievement of a balanced budget.

Many of the top administration advo-
cates of a tax cut have argued that it
would lead to such a stimulation of busi-
ness and employment that Federal reve-
nues would eventually be higher even at
the lower tax rates. This is the prime
basis for the astonishing administration
claim that the responsible ecitizen should
support a tax cut. This basis is almost
certainly wrong.

Calculations based on the whole sweep
of witnesses appearing this year before
the Joint Economic Committee show that
the longrun net loss of revenues flow-
ing from the $10 billion tax cut would
probably be about $624 billion. Even
under the most favorable assumptions
of the tax cut’s most vigorous advocates
there would be a $1 billion loss.

The effect of the tax cut on Federal
revenues depends on two calculations:
First, how much would the tax cut stim-
ulate spending and investing, and there-
fore increase income; second, how much
of that newly generated income would
the Federal Government gain in reve-
nues at the lower rate?

Most expert witnesses before the Joint
Economic Committee contended that the
stimulative effect or “multiplier” would
be between 2 and 2'2—in other words,
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that a $10 billion tax cut would increase
the gross national product by $20 to $25
billion.

The consensus was clear that monetary
restraint of the kind the Nation’s money
managers told the committee they ex-
pected to practice would reduce this
multiplier. One monetary expert esti-
mated that such a monetary policy
would probably result in a multiplier of
115, or a $15 billion increase in the gross
national product from a $10 billion tax
cut.

All things considered, a multiplier of
2, or a $20 billion gross national product
inerease, from a $10 billion tax cut would
seem to be as reasonable a guess as any.

What would such an increase in the
gross national product, flowing from
such a tax cut, mean to ultimate Federal
revenues? Here, again, the expert wit-
nesses differed. Dr. Arthur Burns, of
Columbia University, and former Chair-
man of the Council of Economic Advis-
ers, estimated it would be about one-
sixth. His estimate is confirmed by
relating Federal tax revenues to the size
of the gross national product. The
relationship is about one-sixth.

On the basis of such an estimate, the
net loss from a $10 billion tax cut,
allowing for a $3; billion increase in
revenues, would be $624 billion.

On the other hand, the Counecil of
Economic Advisers testified that the
Federal tax recovery from increased
gross mnational product is 30 percent.
Even on this cheery basis, Government
revenues would increase only $6 billion
as a result of the $10 billion tax cut, and
the net loss would be $4 billion.

Even if we take the most optimistic
multiplier assumptions of the Council:
that the multiplier is 3, and that a $10
billion tax cut will increase the gross
national product by $30 billion, and if
we apply the optimistic Council 30 per-
cent figure for Federal tax recovery, the
total recovery of revenues would still be
$9 billion and the net loss would be $1
billion.

Mr. President, I think these calcula-
tions are extremely important. Those
who say that the responsible attitude
toward a balanced budget is to reduce
taxes, because that will stimulate busi-
ness and will eventually increase rev-
enues, simply have not taken the time
or trouble to compute what a tax cut
could do or would do. If they work it
out carefully, I believe they must come
to a contrary conclusion; and thus they
must recognize that, whatever else a tax
cut may do, it will not bring us closer
to a balanced budget. It will surely
increase the national debt.

ELECTIONS STACKED UNDER NA-
TIONAL MEDIATION BOARD

Mr., CURTIS. Mr. President, the Na-
tional Mediation Board is currently fur-
nishing a good example of how to stack
an election. I am referring to National
Mediation Board Case No. R-3590—a
union representation case involving the
Brotherhood of Railway Clerks, the In-
ternational Association of Machinists,
and, of the utmost importance, the em-
ployees of United Air Lines. The issue is
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the free choice of these employees in a
representation election soon to be con-
ducted by the Board.

Here is the situation. The Board in-
tends to conduct an election in the class
of clerical and related employees of
United Air Lines to determine whether
these employees wish to be represented
by a union and, if so, by which union.
The ballot on which the employees will
exercise their vote states that the pur-
pose of the election is to permit the em-
ployees to select a union to represent
them. On the ballot are the names of the
unions and a blank space for the em-
ployees to insert the names of some
union or individual not listed on the
ballot. It is significant that there is no
designated space provided on the ballot
for an individual to indicate that he does
not want any union or any representa-
tion of any kind, although, in fact, this
is one of the choices available. The
Board does not undertake to inform the
employees of their choices or how they
may indicate on the ballot or otherwise
that they want no representation. The
employees are thus left with the clear
inference that they must choose some
union or some individual.

As if this were not enough, consider
further how the Board conducts the ac-
tual election. Under Board procedures
an election is valid only if a majority of
the employees in the craft or class cast
valid ballots. A union or individual re-
ceiving a majority of the valid ballots is
designated as the representative. If no
organization or individual receives a clear
majority of valid ballots, or if less than
a majority of eligible employees cast
valid ballots, there is no election. But,
it is significant, and this is not generally
appreciated, that a valid ballot, in the
eyes of the Board, can only be one for a
recognizable organization or individual.
In other words, if an eligible individual
votes for no union or no representation,
his ballot is invalid. It takes no great
imagination to see that under this prac-
tice a union may be selected by as few as
26 percent of the employees. To put it
another way, the union adherents have
a 2 to 1 advantage over those desiring
no union.

This type of procedure is shocking to
me as it must be to others. It is cer-
tainly way out of line with the normal
democratic processes of our Nation. The
National Labor Relations Board has con-
ducted many thousands of elections, and
its election procedures provide for a bal-
lot where employees may choose one or
more unions or vote for no union at all.
I see nothing in the Railway Labor Act
which would prevent the Board from us-
ing the same or similar type ballot, and
I see no reason why the Board should
not change its procedures immediately.
Certainly there is nothing wrong with
giving employees a free expression of
their will.

The Board, in attempting to justify
this untenable position, claims that the
Railway Labor Act contemplates that
collective bargaining between carriers
and employees be conducted only
through duly designated and authorized
representatives, and that the Board take
steps to encourage employees to select
unions rather than remain unrepre-
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sented. The Board feels that its elec-
tion procedures are designed to bring
this about. I doubt that Congress ever
intended any such unfair result. If
Congress had intended to deny employees
a choice in this matter, it would have in-
serted a specific provision in the act to
that effect.

I am calling this situation to the at-
tention of my colleagues in the Senate
so that they will understand just how
the National Mediation Board conducts
elections. In my opinion, it is high time
that the Board changed its practices to
conform to democratic principles. I be-
lieve that this is the least that can be
expected of an agency of the United
States.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the

Senator yield?
Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
recognizes the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. To what particular
subject does the Senator make ref-
erence?

Mr. CURTIS. I am referring to Na-
tional Mediation Case R-3590, a union
representation case involving the
Brotherhood of Railway Clerks, the In-
ternational Association of Machinists,
and, of the utmost importance, the em-
ployees of United Air Lines.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How would the com-
pulsion of the stacking of governmental
power behind one and against the other
mainfest itself?

Mr. CURTIS. A ballot is being sug-
gested which would not permit the em-
ployees to decide whether they wanted
a union as a bargaining agent. A ballot
is being suggested which would give them
the choice of two unions. It is true
there is to be a blank space below, but
that blank space is not labeled to such
an extent that the employees can indi-
cate they do not want a union.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Nebraska has expired.
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Ohio is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I wish
to express my concurrence with what
the Senator has said. The ballot issued
by this Board would not give the em-
ployees the right clearly to indicate
their unwillingness to join any union.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The only printed
material on the ballot is, in effect, “You
join union A” or “You join union B.”
If an employee does not wish to join
a union he must write that in, in long-
hand. That, in my opinion, would not
give to the workers a clear and equal
opportunity to express themselves as to
whether they do or do not wish to join
a union.

If the employee wishes to join a union,
of course, the ballot is adequately clear
to enable him to mark it as he wishes.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.

THE PRESIDENT'S TAX PROPOSAL

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I re-
ceived a copy of a letter sent out by
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Capital University, an educational insti-
tution of the American Lutheran Church
of Columbus, Ohio. The letter was
addressed “To the Presidents of Ohio
Colleges and Universities Regarding Pro-
posed Revision of Income Tax Struc-
ture.” It is signed by H. L. Yochum,
president of Capital University. Among
other things Dr. Yochum expresses his
opposition to the President’s proposed
tax cut in the following way:

Certain items in the proposed revision
which threaten to deter or decrease volun-
tary contributions are:

Exclusion of the first 5 percent from total
itemized deductions, such as contributions,

interest, taxes, etc. (hitting those in the
middle income brackets).

Reduction of current unlimited deductions
for charitable contributions of 30 percent
(hitting those in top income brackets but
perhaps offset somewhat by ralsing basic
20-percent limitation to 30 cent.

Repeal of the $50 dividend exclusion and
4-percent credit (hitting many of the giving
group).

Replacement of the extra exemption and
retirement income credit for those over 65
by proposed blanket $300 tax credit (hit-
ting high-income people over 65).

Changes In provisions regarding capital
gains (effect not easy to predict, but viewed
with suspicion).

Time schedule of implementation in-
creases costs for individuals and corporations
before alleged benefits can become operative.

He further states:

Am I right in being greatly disturbed
about this proposal as it now stands, and
that I may expect you to share this concern,
for the following reasons?

This is a further invasion of the right of
the individual to bestow his money as he
sees fit.

This is an acceleration of the trend to-
ward soclalization and federalization.

‘This is bound to diminish voluntary sup-
port of educational, religious, and charltable
institutions and other worthy causes.

This 1s bound to increase dependence of
these Institutions and agencies upon Fed-
eral largess,

On that score, I sometimes think that
is what the Congress contemplates in the
philosophy which is being manifested—
to destroy individual initiative and indi-
vidual purpose to care for one’s self and
to stimulate dependence upon the Gov-
ernment; not to support institutions of
higher learning by gifts, but to make
them come to the Federal Government
for largess. When they do that the
Federal Government will be able to tell
them what they should do, by way of
teaching and otherwise.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Ohio has expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Myr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Ohio may proceed for an additional
minute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

URBAN TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT
ACT OF 1963

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, on
February 14 I introduced a bill entitled
“The Urban Transit Development Act of
1963 (8. 807),” which in my opinion of-
fers the soundest and most practical ap-
proach to a Federal urban transit pro-
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gram. As I pointed out then, this bill
is intended to help the Nation’s urban
areas develop adequate transit facilities
through local initiative and resources
without initiating a new and permanent
Federal subsidy program.

I wish that Senators who are not fa-
miliar with my proposal would listen to a
description of what my bill contemplates
doing. It does not contemplate giving
away Federal money. It is not a gift
proposal, as is the proposal made by the
Senator from Delaware [Mr., WiILLIAMS].
The Senator’s bill contemplates present-
ly a $500 million program of gifts to all
urban communities for the purpose of
buying buses, facilities and equipment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr,
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I meant the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Wirriams]l. I beg
the pardon of the Senator from Dela-
ware. A word of this type should never,
under any circumstances, be ascribed to
the Senator from Delaware. The last
thing one could say would be that the
Senator from Delaware would be giving
away the taxpayers’ money.

My bill contemplates putting the sub-
ject of urban transportation in the De-
partment of Commerce and taking it out
of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency. Second, it contemplates a Fed-
eral program supported by a $50 million
appropriation, which would be used to
guarantee the payment of borrowings
made by local transportation systems to
expand their service. Third, it would
authorize the creation of a separate
special fund in addition to the normal
depreciation fund, that special fund to
become tax exempt if it were used to
improve and expand local transporta-
tion service.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr, President,
I am heartily in accord with the effort
the Senator from Ohio is making to
have the railroads help themselves
through governmental guarantees rather
than through grants. That, as I under-
:t;lnd, is the purpose of the Senator's

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is correct.
There already is in existence a guaran-
tee loan program for railroads.

I had one further comment with re-
spect to the bill. There are now situa-
tions wherein State and local govern-
ments have granted tax exemptions to
transportation systems, but the full
benefit of the tax exemptions has not
become available to the transportation
systems because the Federal Govern-
ment comes along and taxes the grants
and dispensations that have been made.

Those are the four principal objec-
tives of my bill. If any Senator is
against giving away of the taxpayers’
money and desires to help local trans-
portation systems, I respectfully sub-
mit my approach to the problem will
achieve the objective and will be the
fairest one to the taxpayers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Mc-
GoverN in the chair). The time of the
Senator from Ohio has expired.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have 2
more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, my bill
embodies a program of fiscal health, I
want Senators to understand that I did
not say “physical” health. The bill
contemplates fiscal health of the Federal
Government. I think the time has come
when we had better start thinking of
giving strength and stability to the fiseal
position of the Government which has
been so good to us and which means so
much to the free people of the world.

We constantly hear about physical
health. We hear suggestions, “Walk 50
miles"; or “Get on the top of a telegraph
pole and sit up there as an exhibition.
You will get some newspaper publicity
out of it.” I submit the program I pro-
pose is far more fitting to the times than
the idle talk we are listening to and
reading about in the papers every day.

I ask my fellow Members to join me
in the sponsorship of the bill.

In addition, I ask unanimous consent
that there be placed in the REecorp a
recitation of the many places in the
country that are proceeding to solve their
own problems in this area.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF DELMAR F. DrRUMM, WAUSAU
AReA CHAMBER OF CoMMERCE, WAUSAU,
Wis.

Mr. DrumMm. My official capacity here is
representing our board of directors, our na-
tional affairs committee, and a speclal mass
urban transportation committee which we
have had in existence for some time.

My reason for testifying here is the fact
that we have resolved our local mass urban
transportation problem., I would like to tell
you just how we have done this, what our
problems were, and what the current situa-
tion is to date.

Our problems were manifold. Basically,
however, our company, our local company,
which services more than Wausau—It serv-
ices an area of Schofield, Rothschild, and
Wausau Townships—had declining patron-
age due to many reasons, and as a result they
had an operation deficit from 1955, 1956,
1957, and 1958, of upward of $8,000 per year.
The employer-employee relationship was
poor. This company was a private company
acquired from a large public utility in our
area. The utility had sold out this portion
of their assets, and this local company ac-
quired the franchise rights to service our
area.

We had absentee ownership. The owner-
ship and top management of the company
resided in the Chicago area. So there was a
sort of a feeling of mistrust that existed be-
tween business people of the community and
the absentee owners.

We had no local municipal understanding
of the problems that existed, such as a
change of routes, of schedules, or a number
of other little factors, including parking
facilities on the main discharge.

From 19564 to 1957 a retail council execu-
tive committee, a division of our chamber of
commerce, met at least twice annually with
the company management to try to gain a
personal acquaintance with. the problems
they were faced with. In December 1957,
they appointed a special study committee,

and this committee obtained information
from transit companies in communities
across the Nation—jitney service in Atlantic
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City, coupon service out in Denver, special
cut rates in New Orleans.

The study committee examined the com-
pany’'s financial records, with their permis-
sion., We analyzed the type of riders they
had, the frequency of service, the cost of
such service. And in June of 1958, this
committee of ours, which consisted of 10
business leaders in the community, put the
following plan of action into effect, a plan
of action which we think any community
in the United States can put into effect.

First, we curtailed service by one-third,
and we did so without developing any cus-
tomer complaints. Less frequent vehicles
were placed on each of the routes, The time
element was extended. Instead of 12-min-
ute service we went to 30-minute service.
Instead of running until 8 o'clock every
night, we closed down at 6 o'clock. In-
stead of running on Sunday morning, when
it was unprofitable, we omitted it from
the entire schedule.

Second, we held many meetings with the
officials of the local school board, and we
did convince them that the cost of haul-
ing the students from outside of the 2-mile
radius, based on the tickets that were re-
deemed by these students should be in-
creased from 1215 to 1615 cents per student.
We had to obtain the approval of the city
council finance committee, which ultimately
provides the school board with their funds;
or, in this case, the school board is reim-
bursed to z amount of dollars from the
State through the city. The increased school
fares were Incorporated In the board’s
budget, with the approval of all committees.

What was most important here is that
this fare increase was approved by the Wis-
consin Public Service Commission without
any public hearing, without the expense of
a public hearing; and all parties had indi-
cated this approval in writing.

Third—this was the summer of 1958—the
company had no cash reserve funds with
which to operate over the summer period,
and this is the tough period for our transit
company. They lack the school business.
They told us they would need a minimum
of §7,600 to carry them over the summer
months. We agreed, and did raise $2,500
from retail businessmen in denominations
of $5, $10, and 815, up to $200, $300, and
$400, as a loan to the transit company, to be
repald as soon as possible.

We did convince the school board to pur-
chase tickets for their students who reside
out of the 2-mile radius in advance, in a
gross amount of $2,500.

We did convince the employees of the com-
pany, through their union, to agree to loan
the company $2,500. I am very sorry to say
that this latter proposal was reneged upon.

At this point we had a transit company
that had $22,000 in outstanding obligations,
of which a major portion was owed to the
Bureau of Internal Revenue. We went to the
public and asked them for help.

In July 1958 a strike was threatened by the
union. The negotiations were satisfactorily
completed by my committee, and a new con-
tract, for 1 year, was signed.

In September of 1958, Internal Revenue in-
formed the company that they were defi-
nitely going to foreclose, because of the fail-
ure of this company to pay taxes, including
funds withheld from employees for soclal
security and withholding. The taxpaying
record of this company was very poor. The
total past due obligations to Internal Rev-
enue exceeded $7,000. We met almost daily
during this period, negotiating with Internal
Revenue, convincing them that the only way
they would obtain these funds, this money,
was to permit this company to operate. But
it became very apparent at this stage of the
game that we would have to have some more
definite concrete information.
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So my retall executive committee author-
ized our subcommittee to prepare an operat-
ing projection, by a reputable accountant
residing locally. This was completed, and it
indicated what we had belleved to be true:
That the company did stand a chance of
breaking even by June 1959. But the 1959
summer would result again in a $12,000 to
$15,000 loss due to the lack of the summer
patronage.

In October 1958 the company lacked the
cash to meet their payroll. We agreed with
management that they should issue two
checks—one that could be cashed immedi-
ately, and one that could be cashed a week
later when sufficient income was obtalned.
A strike was again threatened. The com-
pany also owed the union pension fund
$1,800. It also owed an $893 payment on the
bullding which had been acquired through
the union fund. Our committee sat many
times at the bargaining table, along with
the Wisconsin labor relations representa-
tives, and we successfully concluded negotia-
tlons. We averted the strike.

But in June of 1959 the creditors, the
local creditors, became impatient. So each
day we had a new crisis occurring, and each
day a member of our commitiee would sit
down and work out this crisis.

For example, we needed spare parts, and
no spare parts firm would provide these on
credit to the company—and logically so. We
made arrangements with a Chicago company
to give us those parts on a consignment
basis. Buses were sold as far away as South
Dakota, to provide the necessary cash to meet
payrolls, and these were buses that were no
longer used because we had curtalled service.

The school board agreed that they would
pay semimonthly, based on tickets re-
deemed, instead of monthly.

By February of 1959 the president of the
transit company asked anyone for any pro-
posal by which $15,000 to $18,000 could be
raised by the coming summer to cover their
expected deficit. I am very happy to say
that although we did not raise the money at
that moment we were able to work out satis-
factory arrangements. But in February 1959,
because there was nothing formal in writing
that the company could count upon, they
petitioned the Wisconsin Public Service
Commission to abandon service as of May
29, 1859.

The hearing was held March 12. Another
hearing followed that. There was very little
public opposition to this hearing; in fact,
even my retail executive committee did sup-
port the abandonment of the company, in-
dicating they had done all they could along
this line.

The projection we prepared was analyzed
by the Wisconsin Public Service Commission,
and they felt as we did that if this company
were given enough time in which to work
out its own problems it could do so. So they
denied the petition to abandon service, feel-
ing it was premature, but put itself in a posi-
tion whereby no additional public hearing
would be necessary should they have to
abandon service because of lack of operating
capital for that summer period.

We might say that it pretty much repeats
the first summer period. We worked out
most of the arrangements for the second
time. The commitments made by the com-
pany were all paid as agreed.

Their current status is this, and this is
the thing I think you would be most inter-
ested In: They are expanding their service
into the urban areas surrounding our com-
munity. They are expanding their service
on a competitive basis with the school sys-
tems in the suburban area for schoolchil-
dren; and to do this they had to go back
through their own employee organization to
revise their working rules to permit them
to pay a lower rate of pay to the part-time
drivers they have. They have been able to
find credit to Buy new dlesel equipment, the
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newest equipment they could possibly afford,
They have a local and open line of credit
at local financial institutions which, of
course, they use with discretion; but they
use it wisely.

And they have been successful. They are
operating with a small profit each year.

This is the story of our translt system,
and the committee that helped them solve
their problems.

We feel very strongly that our problem
was a local problem and one that only can
be effectively dealt with at the local level.
Financing was just a small part of this
thing. It is the cooperation between people
and the understanding between the various
organizations and people that really was the
reason for the success.

We think it ls extremely unfair to use
public funds to support a mass urban trans-
portation system that services few people as
compared to the national scope by using,
perhaps, tax funds from our company. In
our opinion a subsidized transit system is a
dead one, one that will continue to look for
handouts, one which will merely prolong the
problems.

Thank you very much.

BTATEMENT OF R. W. PRUDEN, EXECUTIVE

MANAGER, ZANESVILLE CHAMBER OF ComM-

MERCE, ZANESVILLE, OHIO

Mr. PRupEN. * * * I am appearing here in
opposition to the mass transportation bill
and to point out what has been done by the
citizens of my community when faced with
the loss of their local bus transportation
system.

To give you a little background on the type
of people we have in our community, twice
during the past 5 years they have voted to
impose upon themselves a 1-percent city in-
come tax for the operation of their city. In
the last election they also voted for every
school and health bond issue.

In 1954 they voted in favor of bonds to
erect a $4 million high school.

In a community of continuing industrial
and economic growth this might not seem to
be an extraordinary achlevement. However,
for the past 2 years Zanesville has been clas-
sified by the Department of Labor as a
“persistent and substantial labor surplus
area.”

At the present time approximately 3,200
men and women would accept employment,
according to the report of the Ohlo Bureau
of Unemployment Compensation.

In February 1962 the citizens of Zanes-
ville again demonstrated thelr American
heritage by contributing funds to have local
bus transportation for their community.

In February 1961 the city administration
was notified by the bus company that they
would not renew their franchise in February
1962.

The city administration immediately ad-
vertised in various publications read by bus
operators that the city of Zanesville fran-
chise for a local bus transportation system
was avallable.

Several inquiries were received and nego-
tiations with various individuals continued
until late January 1962, in the hope that
private enterprise would continue to operate
the bus system.

At this time a public meeting was called
by the city council at the request of the bus
drivers’ unlon to explain the problem. Ap-
proximately 1,000 people attended. Free
transportation was provided by the bus com-
pany and the drivers. The company operat-
ing the system had offered to sell the 24
buses for $25,000—$10,000 down and the bal-
ance over a period of 3 years. The owner
also asked $60,000 for the bullding used for
storage and maintenance of the buses.

" After discussing the problem, a steering
committee was appointed consisting of the
executive manager of the chamber of com-
merce As chalrman, the clty manager, the
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superintendent of schools, and the president
of the drivers’ union.

Many meetings of this group were held in
an attempt to determine where the funds
could be obtained.

The committee estimated that $18,000
would be needed In order to begin operations.
The committee determined that the city
should not be in the bus business and, fur-
ther, that the school system should not pur-
chase buses to transport students even
though the State of Ohlo would pay 65 per-
cent of the cost of purchasing and main-
taining the buses needed.

A plan was finally worked out whereby the
city would purchase the garage which could
be used for its own equipment in the event
the bus system falled. It was then decided
to conduct a public campaign for funds to
purchase the buses.

Three trustees were then appointed—an
attorney, a certified public accountant, and
a store manager. They were assigned the
responsibility of determining the price of the
stock to be sold to the public, act as recipi-
ents of the funds, and, as later developed,
they served as proxy holders at the organiza-
tion meeting.

The trustees came up with the plan of
selling $10 shares of stock in a profit corpo-
ration and the alternative of donations to
the fund. A deadline of 10 days was set to
raise the $18,000.

Mass media—newspaper, radio, and televi-
slon promotions—helped to publicize the
project. Radio and television appearances
and newspaper editorlals and stories carried
the campaign to the public.

The newspaper carried a coupon each day
which could be returned either with an in-
vestment or as a request for someone to
call and explain the situation, and the bus-
drivers handed out similar information to
every passenger. Most of the requested calls
were made by the busdrivers themselves, on
their own time.

The chamber office served as headquarters
and two retired businessmen volunteered to
be present at all times to accept money and
reports,

Bolicitors were organized by a retaller who
came forward and devoted a great deal of
his time to the project.

The president of the Drivers' Union did an
outstanding job and the drivers themselves
started the campalgn with the announce-
ment that 18 of them had purchased $3,600
worth of stock.

On the final day of the campalgn it was
announced that 856 firms and individuals
had purchased $34,255 of stock which per-
mitted the outright purchase of the buses,
leaving the balance for operating expenses.

At the subsequent stockholders meeting
the board of directors and officers were
elected, composed of businessmen and bus-
drivers, who are now operating the Y-City
Transit Co., a citizen-owned bus company.

Thus, the citizens of Zanesville agaln dem-
onstrated their “ability to do for themselves”
and thereby set an example for the other
communities in this Nation to follow.
STATEMENT OoF HEATH D, ANDREWS, MANAGER,

BmweHEAMTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, BING-

HAMTON, N.Y,

Mr. AnprREWS. Good morning, Senator. I
am Heath D. Andrews, manager of the
Binghamton Chamber of Commerce, Bing-
hamton, N.Y., a community of about 78,000
population, the center of a metropolitan area
of about 250,000,

Binghamton is located on the southern
border of New York State, in wkat we call
the southern tler. I would like to give you
an example of something that parallels some
of the cases that you have heard previously
here, but in a little different manner, In
1954, the operators of our local transporta-
tion company came to the chamber of com-
merce and advised us they were having finan-
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cial difficulties, and it didn't look good for
their operation. At that time we formed &
committee of local business people to study
their problem, to see If we could give them
some assistance.

We came up with a four-point program,
which basically involved tax rellef, financing,
promotion, and cooperation. At the time,
1954, the State of New York imposed a 2-
percent gross receipts tax on utilities of this
nature. And the cities were given the right
to impose a 1-percent gross receipts tax. We
felt that the first and guickest method for
us to give them some relief—because as you
realize these taxes were taken off the top,
whether there was any profit or not—we felt
that the quickest way to give them rellef
would be to try to get those taxes removed.
Our efforts at the State legislature, in 1954,
were not successful, but in 1955 we did help
get the law of the State changed to allow
local municipalities to remove the tax and
for the State also. So in 1055, right in the
middle of their low period, they did receive
some relief by having the 2-percent tax on
the State level, and the 1-percent tax on the
local level, removed.

In 1955, the bus operators told us that
they still were in trouble and that they
might have to go out of business. They
were running at deficits, and I won't go into
dollars and cents for you, but they were
averaging $60,000 to $80,000 a year.

In 1956, they proposed that they would
have to go into bankruptcy, or have the mu-
nicipality take it over as a public operation.
The chamber, at that time—and I use that
term synonymous with commmunity be-
cause the chamber is the community, be-
cause the chamber is the community at
work, through its committee—felt if the
community were to take over the operation,
it would be just a question of the city hav-
ing to subsidize the operation for those
deficits. The subsidies probably would
continue, from the experience of other com-
munities that we were able to check with,
where we found the communities were
forced to put up more and more taxpayer's
money each year for the operation of their
local transit companies. So we did every-
thing in our power to try to assist the local
company, to find either a buyer or a better
financing.

As it turned out, an experlenced operator
with capital was interested and did come
in our community. He did so because we
offered him a $40,000 loan, if he needed it,
to start the operation of this company. The
$40,000 was In a fund we had already ralsed
for industrial development purposes in our
community, and we were willing to devote
it, or divert it, to this purpose in the in-
terest of community transportation.

Incidentally, they never called on us for
that loan. The year they took over the
company, 1957, there was a $60,000 deficit,
and in 1958 they were able to break even,
and they have been operating in the black
ever since. How did they do it?

Well, they did it because, first, they stream-
lined their operations, and they had the
interest of the community and the promo-
tional efforts of the community, and the
cooperation of the community behind them.
The chamber of commerce financed and
pald for over $250,000 free bus rides in a
period of 214 years, which of course was
a twofold program to help retailing in the
community, as well as the bus company.
We promoted prices to bus riders, that
brought to the public attention the facili-
ties of the buses. And the municipality and
the community in general gave their full
cooperation to the bus company in allowing
them, with no difficulty whatsoever, to elimi-
nate unprofitable runs, combine runs, and
add new schedules wherever they felt they
could be profitable. Today the company is
expanding its operation, it has put on new
equipment, all of the old equipment has been
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replaced with new modern buses. We feel
that this is a perfect example of how, when
a community will take a look at its own
problem and have a desire to want to do
something about it, it can do so om its
own. I have tried to shorten my presenta-
tion to you, because the others are so paral-
lel. I won't go into dollars and cents, but
by the full cooperation of their employees,
the union, and the community, they were
able to take a company that was in the red
and put it into the black. And it appears
to be in healthy condition today. I might
also add, while it is not my community, the
same people took over the defunct bus com-
pany in Yonkers, N.Y., and they are operat-
ing it today at a profit by using some of these
same methods.

Incidentally, Yonkers, N.Y., I belleve, was
one of the last cities In the United States
to raise the old 10-cent rate to 15 cents.
Basically, that is the story of Binghamton,
N.XY.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR M. STEPHENS, TRANS-
PORTATION DIRECTOR, EVANSVILLE CHAMBER
OF COMMERCE, EVANSVILLE, IND,

Mr. STEPHENS. Sir, my name is Arthur M.,
Stephens, transportation director of the
Evansville, Ind., Chamber of Commerce, ap-
pearing here as a representative of this
organization to present a statement of our
views concerning this proposed legislation.

I have a prepared statement, but since I
might interpolate a few things as I go along,
I am golng to read the statement just the
way I have written it, and interpolate as I
find the necessity to do so.

Benator LauscHE. Fine.

Mr. StepHENs, It appears from this pro-
posed legislation that eligible applicants for
assistance would be States and local public
bodies and agencies thereof, and that no
grants or loans shall be made for a project
involving acquisition of facilities or property
of private motor transit systems unless (1)
such assistance is essential to the program
for a unified coordinated urban transporta-
tion, (2) the program provides for participa-
tion of private mass transportation com-
panies to the maximum extent feasible, and
(3) just compensation will be pald to such
companies for their franchises or property to
the extent required by applicable State or
local laws.

I might digress here for a minute and say
that Evansville is the fourth largest city in
Indiana, with a population of approximately
142,000, and nearly 200,000 population in the
metropolitan area, which includes Hender-
son and Jefferson and Vanderburgh Counties,
and the city of Evansville. Beveral urban
lines are operated, they are buslines and, of
course, you probably know, Senator, that the
State of Indiana, so far as the Ewvansville
operations are concerned, extends a certifi-
cate of permissive authority under the Motor
Carrier Act, or the statutes of Indiana.

For the present it is the intent to provide
that this ald shall only be given to those
transportation systems which are operated
by the Government; therefore, we can foresee
no early or future development in Evans-
ville that would influence us to change our
free enterprise conviction which is support-
ing private operations of our local bus sys-
tem now and for the immediate future. We,
thus, have no reason to record any endorse-
ment of the mass transit relief as proposed.

The Evansville city transit story may be
repeated here, and I will quote it as T wrote
it several months ago for several publica-
tions:

“During 1968, and for almost 10 months
immediately prior to the initial operation of
Evansville’s new urban transit system, start-
ing February 23, 1959, and as presently serv-
ing the entire populace of the city, local citi-
zens, merchants, businessmen, and others,
following the lead of the chamber of com-
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merce, were confronted with many complex
problems in their efforts to restore normal
city bus service under private management.

“These problems stemmed from the alleged
unprofitable operations of the 1958 owner
and his oft-repeated threat to increase tares
higher than the level of those established in
other cities of comparable size, to curtail and
limit service, and, finally, the officlal and
definite announcement that all city bus serv-
ice would be terminated In Ewvansville as of
5 a.m,, Friday, February 13, 1959,

“Such alternate proposals as municipal
ownership with or without municipal opera-
tion, subsidization of the urban transit sys-
tem by business interests as a community
necessity, and campalgns to encourage bus
riding to avoid any possible demand for help
from the taxpayers found little favor as
elther a partlal or complete remedy since the
community leaders were unalterably opposed
to other than private management and op-
eration of the transit properties. Ably
helped by the Public Service Commission of
Indiana in its consideration and disposition
of the several applicants for the Evansville
urban transit privilege, the chamber of com-
merce, the mayor, civic, commercial, and
other business agencies concluded that where
essential to the continuance of privately op-

“erated transit, every device that was prac-

ticable should be used to maintain this
needed public service without resort to mu-
nicipal operations.

“The final realization was that Evansville's
enterprising group of citizens and business-
men had to make it possible for the local
population to have ready access to the cen-
tral city, and to find ways of stimulating
greater transit patronage. Seen in prospect
was the assurance of a new and experienced
operator, with improved equipment, plenty
of courtesy, and hard work that has made for
the continued existence these last 4 years of
a cooperative segment,” and a fairly reason-
ably profitable segment, on the assumption,
of course, that the community was ready to
help them out if they had a need for reve-
nue “of the privately owned transit indus-
try, and the preservation of business district
values.

“Through the efforts of local groups, a
number of applicants who were interested in

the bus service were encouraged to submit

applications. The chamber of commerce
conducted a thorough study which revealed
that the present operator appeared to have
the best know-how, capltal, and operating
experience to carry on the bus operation in
Evansville and he was given the support of
the chamber and other groups.

“The present operator has, during the past
several years, increased his schedule, pro-
vided for modernization of his operating
equipment, and has provided adequate mass
transit service for this community under
the circumstances. He has, thus, justified
the confidence that the community placed in
him and confirmed our view that continued
existence of a privately operated transit sys-
tem is essential to our local economy and
will be supported if and when there is a
revenue increase needed and justified by the
present operators.”

In our opinion, passage of a program in-
volving Federal ald simply means that the
Federal Government will raise the needed
revenues through general taxation, or else
it will be an added burden on all yers
through an increase in the Federal debt.
Because everyone is taxed to support the
Federal Treasury, the burden will be placed
on those urban areas which have already
solved their transportation problems, as well
as those that have not.

At this polnt I feel it is opportune to
indicate the support that the newspapers,
in Evansville in particular, have given to
the idea of the free enterprise principle of
operating these private systems, On January
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16 of this year, in the Evansville Courler,
there is this editorial comment:

“Traffic studies reperted at a Detroit en-
gineering congress last week were a reminder
that cities’ problems are much the same all
across the country.

“The experts agreed that automobiles are
slowly crowding themselves out of the down-
town areas. There are so many that they
can hardly move during peak traffic periods.

“The experts also noted that parking lots
require a larger and larger share of down-
town space each year. Their very existence
causes the central section to spread out so
far that it can no longer fulfill its main
purpose, which is concentration of a wide
variety of business and commercial enter-
prises in a small convenient area.

“The experts were talking about New York,
Los Angeles, and a few other tremendously
large cities. But the same observations ap-
ply in some degree to Evansville and every
other metropolitan area.

“Despite a slump that has persisted ever
since the end of World War II, the logic of
the whole situation points to a revival of
mass transportation. Congress appropriated
$756 million last year to help communities
improve their urban transportation systems.

“This year the American Municipal As-
soclation will press for $250 million in Ped-
eral grants and $100 million in Federal loans
to help relieve urban traffic congestion.

“All of this suggests that Evansville is for-
tunate in having both city and suburban bus
systems. If satisfactory equipment and
schedules can be maintained at reasonable
rates, the lines may do much during the next
few years to alleviate downtown congestion.

“It has to be done on a self-supporting
basis. Subsidies are self-defeating because
they remove the incentive for improvement.

“Still it would be well for the city, our
business firms, and promoters of public
events to realize that mass transport is a
distinet but perishable asset. Any coopera-
tion that can be given in the way of pro-
motion, scheduling, and regulations will
bolster a service that should be considerably
more important to the whole community in
the future.”

In the city of Evansville at the present
time there is the highest degree of confi-
dence in the ability of our present opera-
tor to meet his obligations both to the pub-
lic and suburban areas,

[From Highway Highlights, October-Novem-
ber 1962]
THE WoNDER WORKER OF HOUSTON AND
WiIcHITA

(Bernard Calkins, who has revitalized bus
operations in both cities, believes strongly
in free enterprise.)

On September 6, 1961, there was a long
parade up Main Street in Houston, Tex.
Under police escort, 100 brandnew blue
and silver buses drove up the street, one after
another, before the admiring view of about
50,000 Houston residents. The air-condi-
tioned, luxury transit equipment represented
a new era in mass transit in the Texas me-
tropolis.

And it was a typlcal bit of master show-
manship by Bernard E. Calkins, a hard-driv-
ing, imaginative businessman who is looked
on as somewhat of a miracle worker in Hous-
ton and Wichita, Eans.

For in both cities Calkins, with his Rapid
Transit Lines, Inc.,, in an amazingly short

od of time has pumped new life into
defleit-ridden buslines, put their operation
in the black, provided many new services—
and sold the public on bus transportation.

SORRY CONDITION
By the fall of 1960, the bus transit opera-
tions in Houston were in a sorry state.
The number of riders was declining steadily,
equipment was sadly outdated, the service
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was poor, and a general attitude of defeatism
prevailed.

Now, after less than a year and a half un-
der Calkins' direction a completely different
situation exists. Of the 879 active buses,
235 are the new air-conditioned Dreamliners,
the latest in equipment. And Calkins prom-
ises that by 1963 he will have completely re-
placed Houston's outdated old fleet of buses
with new air-conditioned ones.

Route miles have been extended from
374.3 to 304.1.

Most significant of all, ridership thus far
in 1962 has increased more than 12 per-
cent, which represents an additional 9,000
riders a day.

The Houston Chronicle commented edi-
torially:

“It seems that Calkins has proved his
case. Aggressive management and the new
air-conditioned buses have pulled the mass
transit business in Houston out of the dol-
drums. We can go on from here to enjoy
good and improving mass transit facilities
if enough people will ride the buses. Cer-
tainly the results of the first year are en-
couraging. When all the old equipment is
replaced there should be further improve-
ment in volume of riders and in revenues.”

To top it off, while Calkins was revitaliz-
ing the bus operations in Houston, he also
was making what he terms “a good profit.”

STARTED AT BOTTOM

Calkins started in the bus business 30
years ago as a malil clerk with the Southern
Kansas Stage Lines in Wichita. He sub-
sequently was promoted to the accounting
department, and in 1936 was transferred to
Chicago as office manager and auditor of a
newly acquired subsidlary company named
the Santa Fe Trails of Illinois, Inc. Three
years later, when the office was consolidated
with the home office in Wichita, he became
auditor of disbursements and in charge of
storeroom accounting for the consolidated
companies, by then known as the Santa
Fe Trailways. He left the company in 1945
to become a director and secretary-treasurer
of the M.K. & O. Lines, Inc,, in Tulsa, Okla.

With ME. & O, Calkins formed a sub-
sidiary company to take over the operation
of the Alrport Limousine Service in Tulsa
in 1956.

But it was in 1859 that he made his big
move. Hearing that the Wichita transit
system was in trouble, and that muniecipal
ownership appeared imminent, he formed
a new company with some outside financing,
named it Rapid Transit Lines, Inc., and
secured the transit franchise from the city
officials.

The franchise was acquired on November
3, 1959, and became effective on June 4, 1960,
at which tlme Calkins put a complete new
fleet of 60 air-conditioned Dreamliners in
operation. Wichita thus became the first
American city to have an all air-conditioned
transit system.

The energetic Calkins was also keeping
busy on other fronts in 1859. He acquired
the contract for operation of the ground
transportation at Oakland International
Alrport, in Oakland, Calif., and has operated
it since. This operation includes buses,
limousines, and taxicabs.

HOUSTON SITUATION

In the fall of 1960, Calkins learned of the
situation in Houston, which by then was so
bad that the city was preparing to take over
the bus operations.

He made a trip to Houston and in private
conversations with the mayor and other of-
ficials convinced them he could do the job.
He said he would purchase 100 new Dream-
liners as soon as possible and replace the
entire outmoded fleet within 3 years. In
return he asked for a modern franchise which
would give management needed latitude on
routing, service, and fares. He demanded
elimination of any possible stalling by of-
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ficials or politiclans when changes might be
necessary to forestall bankruptey.

Houston accepted—but only after due de-
liberation. There was much debate in the
newspapers about the desirability of giving
him the franchise. Houston residents dis-
cussed him pro and con. One skeptical city
councilman made a secret trip to Wichita,
where he rode Calkins’ buses, talked with cit-
izens, and discussed the transit operations
with city officials. He returned to Houston
as one of Calkins' biggest boosters.

Houston hasn't regretted its decision. In
May 1961, Calkins, with good finanecial back-
ing from EKansas and Oklahoma interests,
bought out the old Houston Transit Co. for
a figure close to $2.5 million. By June 27,
1961, he announced the first route exten-
slons. In August the first of the new Dream-
liners were brought into Houston under
cover of darkness and wrapped in black plas-
tic sheets. Getting the maximum promo-
tional value from them, Calkins held a for-
mal sneak preview at the Shamrock Hilton
Hotel, and then on September 6, 1961, un-
veiled them to the public in the mammoth
parade through downtown Houston.

He made other changes, too:

The company name was changed to Hous-
ton Rapid Transit Co., even though it was
an all-bus operation, to encourage a public
feeling of speed in public transportation.

A plastic covered schedule was installed at
each transit stop so that riders could know
immeditaely how long they would have to
walt for the next bus.

The drivers were outfitted in brand new,
attractive uniforms.

HIS OUTLOOK

“The philosophy I have about running a
good transit system,” Calkins explained in
a Highway Highlights interview, “is to give
as good a service possible as the revenue will
justify, seek new business, and above all use
equipment that will attract riders, and hold
the old ones.

“Today, with people living in better homes
that are furnished better, and with air con-
ditioning in homes, offices, plants, and cars,
I say you must provide modern air-condi-
tioned equipment or you will lose your cus-
tomers.”

The transit systems in Houston and
Wichita are operated in a similar manner,
the only difference being in their size and
scope. Calkins has 60 buses and 107 em-
ployees in Wichita; 418 buses and 980 em-
ployees in Houston. There is an average of
130,000 daily riders in Hnouston, 18,000 in
Wichita.

Calkins actively manages both the Wichita
and Houston operations, with other key per-
sonnel in charge of departments. He com-
mutes 6560 miles between the two cities by
plane each week.

His Oakland operation he runs more by
remote control, with key personnel over-
seeing things there for him.

The rate structures vary somewhat in his
two bus operations. In Houston adult fares
are 20 cents, with two 5-cent zones; students,
10 cents; children 8 cents, and a downtown
shoppers’ special 5 cents. In Wichita, adults
are 25 cents (or five tokens for $1); students,
two tokens for 25 cents, and children 10
cents. During off-peak hours in Wichita, a
round trip can be had for 30 cents.

Calkins is a strong advocate of the free
enterprise system.

“I favor it due to the fact that municipal
ownership invariably leads to the payrolls
being padded with political patronage that
the executive director finds he must adhere
to in order to keep his job, or he is unable
to accomplish economies due to political
pressure.”

A VIEW ON SUBWAYS

What about the growing campalgn for sub-
ways in some clties, such as Washington,
D.C,, and San Franclsco?
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“T feel the same about them as I do about
any other fixed rall operation. The passen-
gers simply cannot get from their origin to
their destination without transferring to a
surface transportation vehicle, which causes
loss of time and inconvenience to the pas-
senger. Actual experience in my Houston op-
eration has demonstrated that if you ellmi-
nate the necessity of transferring, you
increase your number of riders.

“If subways were used at all—or elevated—
they should be paved for the use of rubber-
tired vehicles in areas where congestion ex-
ists and lald out so that the rubber-tired
vehicles could leave them after getting out
of the congested areas and traverse over the
regular streets, thereby djachm;gmlg gr pick-
ing up passengers as close to their doors as
possible, without the necessity of transfer.’”

Calkins feels that the best moves he has
made in his bus operations have been going
to new air-conditioned equipment, maintain-
ing good public and press relationships, and
the g of times buses leave each stop
throughout the cities.

And as to the future?

“I feel that the future of all citles rests
with the development of adequate transit
systems, particularly for the peak-period
travelers, thereby leaving streets and parking
spaces for those who have to drive their
cars.

“I do not believe that people should be
forced to ride transit—but that they should
be encouraged to do so after it has been
made convenient for them.”

[From Traffic Quarterly, January 1963]
MuNICIPAL OWNERSHIP OF TRANSIT FACILITIES
v SMALLER CITIES
(By Richard N. Farmer)

(Mr. Farmer is an instructor in economics
at the University of California. He earned
his B.A.,, his M.A., and his Ph. D, at that uni-
versity. His articles have appeared in tech-
nical journals, and his experience includes
business administration in the Near East
and teaching both business administration
and economics at graduate and undergradu-
ate levels.)

Before 1954, it was rare to find a local
public transit system owned by the munici-
pality in cities with a population of less than
500,000, This economic sector had been de-
veloped extensively by private interests; vir-
tually all of the companies were private,
profitmaking companies, typically operating
as a monopoly in their city under a fran-
chise arrangement with clvic authorities.
Local transit trafic was usually profitable,
and occasionally quite lucrative, until 1930.

The use of private automobiles rose sharply
after 1920, causing some economic difficulty
for transit lines, and the great depression,
coupled with the continuing development of
the private automoblle, began to cut deeply
into private profits in the 1830's. World
War II, with its critical shortages of fuel,
parts, and rubber, postponed the unfavorable
transit developments for almost a decade in
the 1940's, giving public transit some of its
most profitable years. But as soon as the
general public could obtain automobiles
again, transit riding again declined, falling
to the 1935 level by 19556. Table I indicates
the trend. By 1960, transit riding in small-
and medium-sized cities was only 82 percent
of the 1935 level, or only 43.5 percent of the
1946 peak. By 1960, more than 60 million
passenger automobiles were in use, as com-
pared to 27 million in 1945,

Firms facing traffic declines of this magni-
tude attempted to raise fares to offset pa-
tronage declines. Complicating the problem
was the steady increase In operating costs
brought about by the postwar inflation. As
fares rose, traffic tended to decrease, although
the fare increases tended almost to offset
trafic decreases. For all American transit
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systems, 18.98 billion riders yielded a revenue
of $1.380 billion in 1945; in 1960, only 7.52
billion riders yielded a revenue of $1.407
billion. But the same amount of revenue
in 1960 did not go nearly as far as it did in
1945, when cost levels for goods and services
purchased by transit companies cost only 40
percent as much as they did in 1960.

TasLE I.—Total transit rides in selected years

Billions

Year Billions | Total | of rides:

of rides ! | revenue | Small

citles?

(Millions)

0. $681. 4 3.48
10. 50 737.0 3.01
18,95 | 1,380.4 9. 40
13.85 | 1,452.1 6. 54
9.19 | 1,426.4 3.97
7.52 | 1,407.2 2.85

1 All types of urban transit for all cities.
2 Citles of less than 500,000 population and suburban

During this period, streetcars virtually
disappeared from smaller cities, as transit
companies tried to reduce operating ex-
penses, and buses became the only means of
mass transportation. But traffic declines
quickly wiped out most efforts to cut operat-
ing costs. Between 1945 and 1960, 346 cities
lost their mass transportation, for many
firms were unable to cover even their direct
expenses. In Illinols alone, 117 bus com-
panles abandoned their operations from
1949 to 19602

These private companies usually aban-
doned operations only when further effort
was clearly hopeless—that is, when their
direct operating expenses, not including de-
preclation, could no longer be met out of
revenues, The cities served then faced a
choice: either there would be no transit,
or the municipality would have to operate
the lines as a public service. Most muniel-
palities chose to let the service cease, but
an increasing number have elected to oper-
ate the lines as a municipal corporation.,
Table IT indicates the trend since 1855, when
public ownership of such companies began
to become important. Twenty-elght com-
panies have gone public since that year, or
more than were public companies in all the
years up to that time.

A further reason for cities taking over
their transit operations has been the dis-
satisfaction with the service offered by the
private owner. This has been most Impor-
tant in very large cities, but in some citles
with a population of more than 100,000 it
has been an important factor. The private
firm owning the lines has usually been will-
ing, and sometimes even eager, to sell out
to the city, as profits in the field fell steadily
in the postwar period. Some private com-
panies have considered that more could be
galned by lquidating operations through
sale than through continued operation. At
least some of the capital invested could be
recovered by selling the company’s physical
assets (such as buses) to the new city
corporation.

TasLe II.—Publicly owned transit systems in
the United States showing date and num-
ber of firms changing from private to pub-
lic ownership in cities of 500,000 popula-
tion or less

Years:
Before
1920-29
1930-39
194049
1950-54
1955-61

1919

gﬂl’ﬂﬂlﬂﬂ

iJohn E. Dever, “What's Ahead for the
Public Transit Company?" American City,
vol, 77, No. 8, March 1962, p. 143.
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Source: American Transit Assoclation,
“Publicly Owned Transit Systems in tha
United States,” 1961, 5 pages (mimeo-
graphed).

At present, about 8 percent of mass frans-
portation systems in the smaller cities are
publicly owned (57 out of 713), but the total
number of municipally operated systems
seems destined to rise as more local private
companies succumb to automobile competi-
tion.

PHILOSOPHY OF OWNERSHIP

Historically, the question of ownership of
the mass transportation monopoly has been
& flercely debated issue. In the first decade
of the 20th century, the proponents of so-
cialism typically listed this public utility as
one of the first candidates for nationaliza-
tion. As long as the transit companies were
profitable enterprises, such proposals were
violently resisted by the owners of the sys-
tems. As the transit business steadily be-
came less profitable, this particular problem
disappeared. When the cities finally began
to take over local transit companies on a
large scale in the late 1950's, the chief pro-
ponents of public ownership were typically
the downtown merchants, who foresaw busi-
ness losses and serious traffic problems in
the downtown areas if public transit were
discontinued. The present public owner-
ship trend is more an empirical than an
ideological move.

The goals of a publicly owned corporation
of the transit type are seldom clearly defined.
This issue has been debated by economists
for decades, with little agreement as to what
the aims of the firm should be.? The problem
is somewhat more than academic, since if
public ownership of transit becomes wide-
spread, there is substantial danger that serl-
ous misallocation of resources will take place
unless the purpose of the operation is clearly
understood. On the operating level, this
type of question might be one of allocating
gas tax revenues to subsidize a money-
losing bus system. If the general purpose
of the total transportation system is to
minimize congestion and maximize easy and
economical movement, it might be prefer-
able to put the money into highway improve-
ments for private automobiles. Or the im-
plicit gains derived from the subsidy, such
as reducing automobile trafic in congested
areas, might more than offset the extra ex-
penditure. Measurement of such gains and
losses is difficult, and errors are easily made.
They are more likely if the operators of the
transit system themselves are not completely
aware of what they are doing.

Some of the more relevant goals of a
publicly owned transit system can be reason-
ably clear-cut. Elimination of some con-
gestion in crowded areas is one major ob-

* The basic proposition argued here is how
public welfare can be maximized in an econ-
omy operating with some soclalized enter-
prise. The fundamental rule is that price
should equal marginal cost. For a clear dis-
cussion of this point, see M. Einaudi, M. Bye,
and E. Rossi, “Nationalization in France and
Italy,” Cornell University Press, Ithaca, 1955,
pp. 122-134. A further question i{s one of
measuring performance of a publicly owned
firmm. See S. Florence and G. Walker, “Ef-
fictency Under Natlonalization and its Meas-
urement,” in “Problems of Nationalized In-
dustry” (Willlam A. Robson, ed.), Allen &
Unwin Ltd., London, 1952, pp. 195-207. See
also I. D. M. Little, “A Critique of Welfare
Economics,” Oxford University Press, Oxford,
1957 (2d ed.), particularly chapter XI, for
a discussion of this problem. This issue is
widely discussed mainly because of the im-
plications of resource misallocation, leading
potentially to staggering economic inef-
ficlency, if the problem is not successfully
solved.
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jective. Smaller cities normally have some
serlous congestion problems, but the mag-
nitude of crowding in such cities is not so
serlous as in larger metropolises. Indeed,
one of the major reasons for the collapse of
local systems, particularly in cities of less
than 100,000 population, is the adaptability
of the downtown area to the automobile.
Parking lots, one-way streets, and modern
traflic control devices can keep traffic flowing
reasonably well during all but the most ex-
treme rush perlods, with the result that there
is little incentive for persons to travel by bus
in the off-peak hours. But downtown mer-
chants, pressed by the rapid postwar de-
velopment of suburban shopping centers, are
usually willing to support a money-losing
public transit system in the hope that it
will help maintain sales and values in the
downtown area.

A social reason for continuing to operate
public transit is the inability of some mem-
bers of the public to drive. The bulk of
these people are very old or very young: the
old find it difficult or impossible to drive
in congested areas, while the young need to
travel to school. Also, even in an affluent
society, there are some persons who cannot
afford a car—or, more commonly two cars—
leading to some limited demand for public
transit. Transit riders tend to be in the low-
er income brackets generally. Finally, there
is a group which for medical, psychological,
or police reasons finds it impractical to
operate automobiles, and who must some-
how find their way around the city. When
the transit system becomes directly political,
as when it 1s publicly owned, the pressure
of such groups becomes quite hard to resist,
even if it costs the city something in terms
of transit subsidies. Private firms are cer-
tainly not exempt from such pressures, but
they have always been able to plead that
they must make some money or the com-
pany will collapse. The publicly owned
company does not have this argument to
use,

While there is no particular economic
reason for profitable operation of a publicly
owned firm, most cities prefer to operate
at the break-even level, if possible. Local
governments are composed in large part of
local professional and business groups who
instinctively dislike the notion of subsidies.
Public firms which do break even or make
money are widely publicized and commend-
ed, while subsidized operations are quietly
ignored, if possible. This attitude tends to
put pressure on managers of municipally
owned systems to try to cover at least op-
erating costs. The attitude of the general
public supports this notion. Seeing the cash
flow of fares in even a small system, the
taxpayer is likely to feel that the company
must be making lots of money. Losses are
attributed vaguely to incompetence of man-
agement or even fraud.®

ECONOMIC PROBLEMS

All public transit companies are caught
in a productivity squeeze which has been
going on in the industry for several decades.
In 1910, transit employees could be hired
for 10 to 15 cents per hour, while fares were
typically 5 cents. By 1962, fares have
risen to 15 to 25 cents, while wages have risen
to $250 to 83 per hour. In the 1920's
and 1930's, transit companies shifted gen-
erally to one-man operation, thus cutting

#Rather curlously, a break-even opera-
tion of a busline would closely approximate
the theoretical ideal, particularly if the aver-
age variable cost curve of the firm was linear
and horizontal in the relevant range of
output. See Einaudi and Bye, op. cit., pp.
122-134.
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their operating labor force in half; obviously,
there has been little possibllity of reduclng
this bill further. Shifting from streetcars to
buses sharply reduced overheads and mainte~
nance expenses, but agaln the process is vir-
tually completed.

A further problem stems from the decline
in productivity per employee which follows
dwindling business. It costs as much to run
a bus half-full as one with standees. As
traffic falls off, labor costs cannot be reduced
in proportion. Labor costs are about 67 per-
cent of all costs, or about 80 percent of cash
cost (not including depreciation) for a typi-
cal transit company. The inability to get
this cost down in order to maintain em-
ployee productivity has created serious cost
problems for the entire transit industrys
Publicly owned transit systems are no ex-
ception. Small city systems may have
serious problems, since traffic has fallen off
faster there than in larger cities. There is
also a danger that the city operation may
be somewhat less flexible in employment
policies than a private firm operating for
profit.

Smaller firms may also face some dis-
economies of scale in their maintenance op-
erations. A company operating 10 or 15
buses may not be able to buy supplies and
parts or utilize labor as efficiently as a larger
firm. One advantage which cities gain from
operating their own lines, and which may
offset this disadvantage, is that the entire
city fleet of vehicles can be maintained in
a single transit garage. Previously uneco-
nomic maintenance practices may become
more efficlent if such consolidation is prac-
ticed.

But the one-operator-per-bus requirement
cannot easily be avolded. Larger cities with
rail transit operations can consider auto-
matic operations in the near future which
may again make public transit economically
viable. The automatic operation of light
route-density buses seems much further in
the future. Moreover, wage rates are almost
certain to rise, since transit operators, pub-
lic and private, are forced to pay going wage
rates for labor. As productivity rises in
analogous jobs, the transit operators will
also have to pay more, even though they can-
n~t actually afford it. To attract really
good drivers, they may have to pay premium
rates. Bus driving in city operation is a
demanding job, requiring more than simply
routine driving skill. Public relations, con-
sumer psychology, and similar skills are an
important part of any company's driver
force, and good men are always scarce.

Demand spiraled downward in the postwar
era, and transit prices have steadily been
raised to gain more revenue. The price in-
creases have always been seriously questioned
and have usually become popular political
footballs. Economists have debated the elas-
ticity of demand,® while the general public
bas argued that the company should be mak-
ing money at prevailing rates. In practice,
demand elasticity has been about unity; that
is, the decline in patronage just offsets the

4« George W. Hilton and John F. Due, “The
Electric Interurban Railways in America,”
Stanford University Press, Stanford, 1960,
pPp- 226-243.

® Demand elasticity measures the change
in total revenue caused by a price change.
Total revenue equals price times total output.
As price increases, output sold usually de-
creases. If total revenue increases as price
increases, demand is said to be inelastic; if
total revenue decreases as price increases,
demand is said to be elastic. Unit elasticity
is the situation where price changes do not
cause any change in total revenue at all.

February 20

fare increases, so that revenues remain
roughly the same. The only gain to the
transit companies has been the need to pro-
vide less service for the same amount of
revenue, thus reducing operating costs to
some eéxtent.

It has been argued that the reduction of
fares in offpeak hours might stimulate traf-
fie. It is unlikely, however, that such reduc-
tions will generate much additional trafic.®
Given the cost of motor vehicle operation
in the United States, it is doubtul that there
is any level of fares above zero which would
entice the public transit, Even if the serv-
ice were free, the majority of persons would
probably choose to drive. The convenlence,
flexibility, and time economy of automobile
operation is too great to overcome easily.
There is a small marginal group which can
be attracted to public transit if the service
is marketed properly, and this small group
may mean the difference between profit and
loss, but the majority of the traveling public
will drive until trafic congestion and park-
ing difficulties reach impossible levels. While
these levels may be reached in larger cities,
most smaller cities have enough street and
parking space to avoid them indefinitely.

Cost levels for public transit do not seem
to be out of line with similar costs for pri-
vate operations. California buslines have
operating costs (less depreclation) of from
27 to 52 cents per bus mile, with the larger
cities showing higher costs.” This is due to
higher wage rates as well as slower average
speeds in more congested areas. Larger buses
are also used in the larger operations. But
only 4 out of 11 companies are able
to show operating profits, even when de-
preciation is neglected. The nature of the
demand problem is indicated by these fig-
ures: with an average passenger ride of about
4 miles and 16-cent fare level, only 14 pas-
sengers per mile are required to cover oper-
ating costs at 52 cents per bus mile. With
40-seat buses, the break-even average load
factor has to be only 356 percent. The in-
ability of the bus companies to achleve even
this figure, on the average, shows how far
demand has fallen in the postwar period.

A private automobile can be operated in
the United States for about 3.6 cents per
mile out-of-pocket cost, or perhaps 5 to 12
cents per mile total cost. The total cost fig-
ure depends in large part on depreciation,
which is a function of the age and type of
car operated. Note that at 6 cents per mile,
it may be cheaper to operate an automobile
than ride a bus, particularly if two or more
persons are riding. At present fare levels,
the local bus companies do not have a sig-
nificant cost advantage for the majority of
their potential patrons.

For the California cities, the larger the
city the more likely it is that some profit
can be made. Two of the profitable com-
panies, Santa Monica City Lines and Sacra-
mento City Lines, serve cities of 83,200 and
191,700 respectively, in addition to large ur-
ban populations outside the city proper.’
Table III gives the results for the publicly
owned lines in California in 1960-61.

® Edward Sussna, “Costs, Productivity, and
Welfare Problems of the Local Transit In-
dustry,” Land Economies, vol. XXXV, No. 3,
August 1959, pp. 249-250.

7 This data is derived from “Annual Report
of Financial Transactions Conce Cities
of California, Fiscal Year 1960-61." State
controller's office, Sacramento, 1962, table
10.

& Sacramento in the central city of a met-
ropolitan district of 502,800 population, while
Santa Monica is a part of the Los Angeles
metropolitan district.
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TasiLe III.—Publicly owned transit systems in California, 196061

Operating
ot P | » Miles | ‘por pus | bus taile | (dofeit
umber ty s per bus | bus
of ‘ﬂ‘" buses per bus mile |(deprecia-| per bus
tion not | mile
included)
Thou- Thou-
sands sands
2-10 20, 100 8 265.9 33.2 £0. 303 $0.447 | $(0. 144
40, 300 5 185.0 37.0 . 266 L3756 . 119
46, 600 2 74.4 87.2 288 . 382 L0
11-20 25, 000 20| 1,25L1 62.8 325 . 268 5
101, 000 17 6111 86.0 202 . 463 171
32, 100 18 616. 7 3.3 ATT . 450 027
32,200 18 650, 7 36.6 . 4156 . 448 E.m)
56, BOO 16 813.3 50.7 .870 . 4562 - D82)
21-110 83, 200 88 | 38,3125 37.6 . 6568 . 534 024
101, 700 103 | 2,883.3 28.0 . 582 .512 020
36, 900 n 720.9 25.9 442 . 516 (.074)

Controller, Annual Report of Financial Transactlons Concerning Citles of Callfornia, Fiscal Year

State
mo—el, table 10, pp. 217-2i9,

CONCLUSIONS

The inability of public transit systems to
reduce cost significantly beyond basic mini-
mums suggests that the present transit fi-
nancial problem is fundamentally one of de-
mand. It is certain that some improvements
can always be made in the cost picture, par-
ticularly in terms of reducing uneconomic
services to districts unable to support a bus-
line, but the basic restriction of one man per
vehicle effectively prevents drastic cost re-
ductions. Gilven present wage, fuel, and
maintenance costs, the cost per bus-line is
likely to remain around 256 to 50 cents, de-
pending on the type of service, wage rates,
and buses used. To create an economic
operation, revenues must be generated to
cover at least this operating cost. Since the
present fare levels of 15 to 25 cents require
load factors of from 20 to 35 percent, there
is ample room for improvement along these
linea.

The difficulty is in the competition, which
is effective indeed. People prefer to drive,
if there 1s any reasonable chance of avolding
complete congestion and/or parking the car
at destination, and this type of competition
is particularly acute in small and medium-
slze cities, where such driving opportunities
do exist. Added to this problem is the
growth of suburban shopping centers, which
eliminate in part the need for travel in the

downtown sections. In Califor-
nia, where automobile ownership in smaller
cities 1s about 1 vehicle to every 2.6 people,
there are few individuals and fewer familles
who do not have the possible alternative of
driving. The problem for transit companies
is how to lure persons away from their pri-
vate cars.

Citles have owned and operated enter-
prises for centuries. The usual pattern of
municipal ownership has centered around
utilities which are fundamental monopolies
whose services are needed by all familles,
Such activitles as sewage disposal, gas sup-
ply, water supply, electricity, and garbage
disposal have been handled by many citles
for long periods of time. In virtually all
cases, this type of municipal activity served
as a substitute for close regulation and
supervision of private monopolies, properly
franchised, which might be in a position to
exploit urban customers. Even more recent
city corporations, such as airports and park-
ing lots, have an element of monopoly in
them. As noted earlier, this type of gas and
water soclalism was historically considered
in the vanguard of advanced soclalistic think-
ing,* and many a bitter political battle has

?See, for example, Carl D. Thompson,
“Municipal Ownership,” B. W. Huebsch, New
York, 1917, for a typical Socialist statement
of the period. See also R. Eelf-Cohen, “Na-
tionalization in Britain,” St. Martin's Press,
New York, 1959, pp. 1-12, for a brief history

been fought In the United States over the
question of who should own such utilities.

Now, however, the citles find themselves
operating transit systems by default, not by
ideology. The companies are still franchised
monopolies—the difference being that a su-
perior substitute service is avallable in the
form of the private automobile. It may seem
logical to have the municipality take over
the transit companies, given the historic
pattern, but in fact the economic operation
of the modern transit system is completely
different from almost anything the cities
have attempted in their history.®

Citles are not particularly suited to
market their product effectively. This type
of business activity has properly belonged
in the private sphere of the economy since
the earliest history of the country. Worse,
the cities have inherited a job already aban-
doned as hopeless by private entrepreneurs,
and success in the transit field calls for better
performance than in most marketing prob-
lems. Some cities have, through luck or skill
in managerial selection, succeeded in stem-
ming the decline in their transit operations,
but the magnitude of the problem cannot be
underestimated.

Publicly owned transit companies, like
other firms in this business, must consider
such problems as traffic peaking, compara-
tive prices of alternatives, the impact of
shifts in urban land use, and similar fac-
tors, if their service is to be marketed ef-
fectively. This type of business skill iz not
commonly found in municipal government,
since few city services require such abili-
tles.t

The Implications of marketing failure here
for city progress in planning, trafic con-
trol, congestion, and simllar problems, are
enormous. Cities will not be helped by
large numbers of buses operating one-tenth
full. There is a real danger that such an
operation will deterlorate into a meaning-
less function providing jJobs for a group of
skilled operations personnel. If public tran-
sit is to contribute anything at all to city
transport performance, the buses will have
to carry some people—in sufficlent numbers
to make a real contribution to the traffic
problems. Unlike private companies, pub-
licly owned firms can operate indefinitely
at operating cost losses. The ultimate eco-

of the thinking of the gas and water So-
clalists,

1 The most analogous problem the munici-
palities have faced in recent years is their
attempt to attract new industries. Here the
marketing and sales promotion function is
extremely important.

1 The best economic discussion of the
problems of urban passenger transportation
is contained in Wilfred Owen, “The Metro-
politan Transportation Problem,” the Brook-
ings Institution, Washington, D.C., 1956.
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nomic restralnt of bankruptcy does not ap-
ply here. In this statement Ies both the
challenge and the responsibility of the new
form of public ownership.

[From Traffic Quarterly, January 1963]
FINaANCING Mass RaPmp Trawsit: THE
CALIFORNIA EXPERIENCE

(By Alan E. Browne)

(Mr. Browne is a vice president of the Bank
of America in San Francisco and manager of
its municipal bond department. He is a
graduate of the University of California in
Berkeley. He is one of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Investment Bankers Associa-
tion of America. As a member of the Urban
Mass Transportation Steering Committee of
the American Municipal Assoclation; of the
Governor's Commission on Metropolitan Area
Problems; chairman of the Advisory Board of
Financing of the San Francisco Bay Area
Rapid Transit District; and past member of
numerous agencles and organizations con-
cerned with trade, traffic, and transportation
in San Francisco, he has devoted many years
to promoting improvement in these fields.)

What has been the greatest problem facing
those seeking solutions to the mass rapid
transit problems of their respective areas?
Has it been engineering concepts? Has it
been conflict over the taking of private prop-
erty for public purposes? Has it been the
desire of the individual to meet his personal
transportation needs by the use of the auto-
mobille? Has it been the question of assess-
ing those who use public transportation
rather than those who are presumed to have
collateral beneflts? Has it been a conflict
between private and public enterprise?

The chances are that all of those questionsa
potentially have an influence on the mould-
ing of public opinions. However, at the base
of each and every problem is the funda-
mental question of cost. In other words,
what will the solution cost, who will benefit,
how will the cost be assessed and can we af-
ford the solution?

This matter of cost seems to be at the
base of every mass rapid transit plan. Engi-
neers can develop almost any conceivable
plan to provide mass rapid transit. Indus-
trial manufacturers can manufacture the
equipment and implement the planning. By
statutory provision, almost any rapid transit
plan calling for public participation can be
developed through the intricacles of the legis-
lative process. In the last analysis, however,
no mass rapid transit plan can come into
being without the fundamental question of
financing being resolved.

Each State and each political subdivision
therein, within its respective constitutional
statutory and legislative limitations, faced
with a mass rapid transit plan has had to
determine how to meet its needs and, more
succinctly, how to finance its needs. Within
our organization of States, the solution has
been essentlally a local State problem. How-
ever, in some instances it has been a bistate
concern, and in the District of Columbla it
has been of congressional concern. In re-
cent years the Federal Government has be-
come involved, as legislation has been in-
troduced in Congress to provide some
measure of Federal participation.

The year 1062 was a si cant year in the
mass rapld transit field. Various solutions
to local and reglonal problems have been
projected. Yet, despite the prevalent need,
Federal urban mass transportation legisla-
tion was left at the starting post. Again,
the question is raised: with such a nation-
wide need for mass rapid transit, why has the
planning bogged down? And again, it is a
question of financing, particularly financing
which required legislative action and voter
approval.

CALIFORNIA'S NEEDS

I have chosen Callfornia as the laboratory

to test our financial solution to the mass
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rapld transit problem. California is a State
of considerable area and is soon to be the
leading State In population. California con-
tains 10 metropolitan areas, each of sufficlent
population to merit & mass rapld transit
program. Two of these areas, San Franclisco-
Oakland and Los Angeles-Long Beach, are of
sufficlent magnitude to require individual
attention.

Each State has its own constitutional and
statutory provisions for the creation of pub-
lic bodles, and their financing. No one State
can resolve the problems of other areas,
However, from the experiences gained by one
State through the governmental process,
others can benefit,

In other words, there is very little that is
new. Rather, it is a question of recognizing
the applicablility of any governmental
program,

What is so intriguing about California?
We have pointed out the large area, the num-
ber of metropolitan areas, and the popula-
tion explosion. In addition, we should not
overlook the decline of private transporta-
tion, the use of the gas tax to finance roads,
highways and freeways, the pedestrian right-
of-way, the per capita ownership of automo-
biles, and the lack of basic main transporta-
tlon systems as a heritage of the past. All of
these polnts have contributed to the urge for
solutions to California’s transportation ills.

California, a growing but wealthy State,
has had more than its share of public needs
to be financed from the property tax, speclal
taxes, Federal subventions and from bond
issues. No matter what level of government
is involved, the pressure of public finance
has been substantial. Only the basic credit
of the State, growing wealth, sound laws,
and an inherited fiscal responsibility have
enabled California to meet its public needs
without undue financial stress,

Experience gained from other States and
a sophisticated approach to its public im-
provement needs has prevented California
from embarking on expensive and impracti=-
cal plans to finance public improvements.

CALIFORNIA'S EXPERIENCES

In recent years, California has attempted
to meet its mass transit needs by two basic
but orthodox methods, either through the
fare box supplemented by general property
taxation, or through the fare box without
subsidizing, relying entirely on revenues.
Nelther method has been a complete success,
as there has been a reluctance of voters to
provide property tax support on the one
hand, and, on the other hand, investors have
been less than enthusiastic about transit
bonds secured solely by the fare box.

The hard facts of wage-cost spiraling has
chilled investor interest, reduced patronage,
and aroused voter opposition to tax subsidies.
The necessity of maintaining equipment in
top operational condition, providing all nec-
essary safety devices plus adequate insurance
protection against accidents and excessive
Jury awards, has plagued municipal opera-
tions. Another factor has been the jurisdic-
tional disputes between unions as an after-
math to private operation.

Despite all of these negative facts, what
can be gained from the California experi-
ence? Probably the fundamental lesson to
be learned s that there is no easy financlal
solution to the mass rapid transit needs of
our growing communities. There must be an
awareness of the cost of an adequate system.
There must be an understanding of how the
costs must be shared by the user and the
nonuser and, above all, there must be recog-
nition of what it would cost not to have an
adequate mass rapld transit system. This
last premise is the real challenge, as there
is no exact science which will provide a for-
mula to answer this question. It has eco-
nomic connotations, as well as health and
safety factors. It is a measure of whether
areas will grow In terms of property values,
remain static, or decline. It concerns itself
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with the preservation of property for pri-
vate purposes, or the reduction of private
property through condemnation for addi-
tional highwsys. freeways, and pm'king lots.

Much has been recorded © the

two basic mass rapid tmns!t systems de-
signed to meet the needs of California’s two
major metropolitan areas—San Francisco-
Oakland and Los Angeles-Long Beach, Each
was conceived, statutorily speaking, at about
the same time—1951, to be exact, Each, at
the inception, was to be financed by means
of a taxing district to supplement fare-box
revenue, Ultimately, the San Francisco Bay
Area Rapid Transit District came into being
as a tax-supported distrlet comprising five
countles (reduced from the original nine),
and ultimately reduced to three. The Los
Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority went
in the opposite direction and became an
authority with no taxing power and no spe-
cific area limitation,

In the case of the San Franclsco Bay Area
Rapid Transit District, It was recognized
that there was no existing operating mass
rapld transit facility to absorb, so that fi-
nancing a completely new system would be
a major problem.

FINANCING EARLY PLANNING

The ecity and county of San Francilsco,
which had experienced an almost complete
breakdown of public transportation during
Worlda War II, supported the recommenda-
tion of an Army-Navy report completed in
the late 1040's by endorsing State legislation
creating a transit district. This was fol-
lowed by the appointment of a citizens' com-
mittee and an appropriation of $5,000. This
was not much, but it did result in the even-
tual creation of a commission by act of the
State legislature and a State appropriation
of $50,000. Most of this money was used
for engineering reports, which laid the foun-
dation for an additional State appropriation
of $400,000, matched by $350,000 provided
by the nine counties of the bay area.

From this, it can be seen that the initlal
funds were provided by the legislative ac-
tlon of the State of California and the nine
counties of the San Francisco Bay area. An
additional indirect financial contribution
was provided through senate and assembly
interim committees of the State of Cali-
fornia Legislature, which did much to center
legislative attentlon on the rapid transit
needs of the San Francisco Bay area. Punds
advanced by the State were to be repald
from the first sale of bonds.

The Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Au-
thority obtained its initial financing during
the perlod 1951-56 from approprlationu by
the Board of Supervisors of Los Angeles
County, which amounted to approximately
$300,000. This was supplemented by an
appropriation of §70,000 by the Legislature
of the State of California, which amount
was to be subsequently repaid.

The authority was able to utilize the funds
to provide important studies and to obtain
engineering reports that paved the way for
the repeal in the State legislature of the
1951 act by passage of a new act in 1957.

A direct result of the new act was the au-
thorization by the authority to 1ssue $40
million of revenue bonds, the proceeds of
which were to acquire the privately owned
Los Angeles Transit Lines and Metropolitan
Coach Lines for an aggregate price of $34,-
176,000. The balance represented cash work-
ing funds, planning, costs of financing, new
equipment and capital improvements. Fol-
lowing acquisition and consolidation, the
suthority has operated out of the fare box,
with the purchase of new equipment fi-
nanced by equipment trust certificates pay-
able from revenues.

It was always the obfective of the Los
Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority to
treat its acquisition of local transit facill-
ties as an interim step in providing truly
regional mass rapid transit. The San Fran-
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cisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District con-
celved a mass rapid transit system as dis-
tinguished from loeal transit facilitles.

By legislative action, a S8an Francisco Bay
Area Rapld Transit District was created,
which was empowered to finalize rapid tran-
sit planning for the San Franclsco Bay area.
A limited tax was provided, levied against
the taxable property of the district to en-
able it to operate and to provide funds for
final planning. The final plans, after ap-
proval by the district, required unanimous
approval of the respective boards of di-
rectors of the component counties prior to
submission of a general obligation bond
issue.

While the two metropolitan areas took
different steps, organizationally speaking, in
meeting their mass rapid transit needs, both
public bodles were created by act of the
State legislature. In effect, both were in-
strumentalities of the State of Callfornia.
The members of the Los Angeles Metropoli-
tan Transit Authority were to be appointed
by the Governor, while board members of
the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit
District were to be appoirted by the boards
of supervisors and mayors of the component
counties and cities. While both district and
authority were empowered to issue revenue
bonds the authority had no alternative.
The district’s principal financing source was
general obligation bonds, while both au-
thority and district could finance equipment
out of revenue,

In an original report rendered to the San
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit Commis-
sion, predecessor to the district, the Stan-
ford Research Institute suggested several
approaches in meeting the financial obliga-
tions of the proposed rapid transit system.
These included, aside from the fare struc-
ture and property tax, subventions from the
California Toll Bridge Authority on their
San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge crossing,
retail sales tax within the district, and gas
tax allocation. For yarlous reasons, none
of these seemed feasible, although unsuccess-
ful efforts were made to move leglislation
provld!ng for a constitutional amendment

to divert gas tax revenue for rapid transit.

As the engineering plan progressed, the
district was faced with the realization that
its debt limitation (15 percent) was such
that it could not indebt itself sufficlently to
provide all of the capital funds necessary
and that a two-third approving majority
vote was an almost physical Impossibility
in a multicounty district. By amendatory
legislation, the district was able to reduce the
vote requirement to 60 percent and, by
other legislation, empowered the California
Toll Bridge Authority to finance and con-
struct a subaqueous rapid transit tube
under San Francisco Bay. Subsequently, the
district also eliminated the provision that
construction costs would be capitalized dur-
ing the perlod of construction, which had
the effect of increasing the bonding capacity
of the district. There was no need to change
the district’s power to vote bonds In excess
of its bonding capacity, as debt could not be
incurred until the assessed valuation of the
district expanded to permit such additional
borrowing capacity.

APPROVAL OF BAY AREA BOND ISSUE

On November 6, 1962, a ballot issue known
as proposition A and calling for a general
obligation bond issue totaling 782 million
was placed before the electorate in the three
component counties of B8an Francisco, Ala-
meda, and Contra Costa. A B0-percent ap-
proving vote, required of the total vote cast
within the three counties, was met. Follow-
lnz construction, mass rapid transit for the

Ban Francisco Bay area will become a reality
after 15 years of planning.
STATE AND FEDERAL AID

The year 1962 was significant for both the
San Franclsco Bay Area Rapld Transit Dis-
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trict and the Los Angeles Metropolitan
Transit Authority in their respective efforts
to seek Federal aid to assist in the develop-
ment and financing of their respective rapld
transit plans.

Conslderation of State of California ald
was rejected as not being feasible. The
State's financing needs were too demanding
of its ability to market its general obliga-
tion bonds for school aid, veterans’ welfare,
State bulldings, and harbor development and
eventual water development. Even a State
guarantee of local transit bonds posed credit
problems.

Consequently, the several congressional
bills to authorize the Housing and Home
Finance Agency to provide additional as-
sistance for the development of mass trans-
portation systems were enthusiastically sup-
ported. In the case of the district, the
legislation offered an opportunity—either
through loans and grants—for the speeding
up of the construction program which of
necessity had to be geared to the bonding
capacity of the district. This was to have
reduced debt service costs and to have been
a positive factor in securing voter approval.

The Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Au-
thority had meanwhile developed its first
truly mass rapid transit plan, called the
backbone route employing conventional
transit using a subway system. The cost
was estimated to be $288 million, to be fi-
nanced out of the fare box and through the
sale of revenue bonds. To provide Federal
ald, Senator ExcLE introduced 8. 2390, known
as the Transit Revenue Bond Guarantee Act.

Throughout the 1862 congressional ses-
sions, S. 2390 received wide attention but
was never consolidated with the administra-
tion bill introduced by Senator WiLLIAMS
as 8. 31268, known as the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1962. Both bills died, as
did others on the subject of urban mass
transportation. However, revival in their
original form or in modified form is expected
at the next session of Congress.

The Transit Revenue Bond Guarantee Act
took the unique approach to Federal aid—
not by conventional loans and grants, which
would have meant appropriations and their
related effect on Federal financing, but rather
by the use of the credit of the Government
to guarantee local transit revenue bonds.
This would result in lower borrowing costs
for the transit authority and no immediate
call on the Treasury for funds. As a matter
of fact, without the lower interest rate the
financing of the backbone route would
have been impossible, as the higher rate of
interest for local transit revenue bonds would
have increased debt service to the point that
the bonds could not be marketed because
there would be insufficient or inadequate
coverage of debt service.

Opposition to the Transit Revenue Bond
Guarantee Act was varied, although it was
admitted it would not require the outlay of
funds embodied in the Urban Mass Trans-

tion Act of 1862. There were many who
felt that the Guarantee Act was limited to
Los Angeles, and that other metropolitan
areas could not benefit—despite the fact that
it provided the best vehicle for existing
public bodies able to take immediate steps
to develop their mass rapid transit planning.
Probably most of the opposition came from
Treasury, which was not in favor of the
Federal Government's guaranteelng a tax-
exempt bond. It was felt that such financing
would interfere with debt management and
might conceivably compete with the Treas-
ury's long-term-bond financing plans. An
alternative was suggested, which would have
placed a Federal guarantee behind local
transit bonds if the interest was taxable,
This, of eourse, would raise the question of
tax immunity enjoyed by States and local
governments on their debt obligations.
Rather than follow the pattern of local hous-
ing authority financing, which is tax exempt,
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the guarantee was patterned after the Dis-
trict of Columbia Stadium bonds and the
insured merchant marine bonds. Of course,
the Federal guarantee would improve the
credit and insure bonds being marketable,
but a taxable rate of interest would be
greater than a tax-exempt rate, despite the
Federal guarantee, and would therefore re-
duce the borrowing capacity of the authority
and increase Treasury exposure.

Inasmuch as the legislation was not ap-
proved, revival in 1963 is assured. Mean-
while the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit
Authority cannot proceed with its “back-
bone route,” and its metropolitan mass rapid
transit needs are not being met. As other
metropolitan areas review proposals Ifor
Federal ald, there is every reason to expect
that the guarantee approach will gain sup-
port. It is interesting to note that the
Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority
has been presented with a proposal for a
monorail system to cost $40 million, con=-
necting downtown Los Angeles with the in-
ternational alrport. The authority must
consider the impact of such a proposal on
its master planning for the Los Angeles
metropolitan area and the conflict between
two different types of mass rapid transit
as well as the diversion of revenues away
from its “backbone route.”

FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS

Thus, at this writing, the San Francisco
Bay Area Rapld Transit District is poised
on the threshold of a new era in transit,
as one of the most ambitious and thrilling
mass rapid transit plans yet to be con-
ceived takes shape. It will be the signal
for all other metropolitan areas to push
forward on their respective plans.

The Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit
Authority must walt for the next session
of Congress, if it is to seek Federal ald in
its financing plans. The monorail proposal
must be considered. State ald appears
doubtful, so that the only alternative to the
present planning is to seek legislation to
create a district with taxing power and
authority to issue general obligation bonds.

Elsewhere in the Golden State, mass rapid
transit is still a dream. Urban mass trans-
portation through public corporations has
achieved some progress. Probably the most
successful to date has been the Alameda-
Contra Costa Transit District, which acquired
local, privately owned transit lines through
the sale of general obligation bonds. These
were voted bonds, requiring a 60-percent ap-
proving majority vote. The system, in addi-
tion to bus services in Alameda County and
parts of Contra Costa County, provides com-~
muter service to and from San Francisco.

San PFrancisco recently celebrated 50 years
of its municipal rallway system, which pro-
vides urban transportation by streetcars,
buses, trackless trolleys and cable cars, Gen-
eral obligation bond financing has provided
most of the funds for capital improvements.
However, with a 15-cent fare, tax subsidy is
necessary.

The cities of Fresno, Bakersfield, Culver
City, Gardena, Montebello, Santa Monlca,
Torrance, Sacramento, Ontario, Oceanside,
Oxnard, and San Buenaventura have some
form of munieipal transportation, usually in
the nature of buses. Some have issued gen-
eral obligation bonds, but the total invest-
ment is not significant. None of the systems
constitutes mass rapid transit,

CONCLUSIONS

To review the California experience on the
financing of publicly owned urban mass
rapid transit systems, certain conclusions
can be made:

1. Local public governing bodies must be
aware of the needs for mass rapid transit
planning.

2. Appropriation of public funds to con-
duct necessary preliminary studies is a
necessity.
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3. Alert citizen groups must spearbead the
studying and planning preliminary to activa-
tion of any mass rapid transit program.

4. State leglslature support is important,
a8 to statutory provisions creating mass rapid
transit entities, as well as to appropriations
of funds to assist in transit studies.

5. Legal aid in the drafting of enabling
legislation is a prerequisite.

6. Professional engineering, financial, and
economic studies must be the basis for any
mass rapld transit plan.

7. Flexibility in financing plans to meet
the varying needs of an operating system is
& necessity, always keeping in mind investor
requirements.

8. Ease of debt incurrence, and limitations
thereon, must be tailored to meet local cus-
toms and practices but should not be com-
plicated, so that ready acceptance, with a
minimum of obstacles, is insured.

9. Financial feasibility should be proven,
and the economic impact of not having a
mass transit system should be demonstrated.

10. Alternative methods of financlal sup-
port, in addition to the fare box, should be
explored to lessen the financial impact,
spread the burden, and produce the most
economlic result.

11, Private versus public ownership con-
flicts should be avoided unless there is no
alternative to the realization of the proposed
mass rapld transit plan required to serve the
broadest public interest.

12, Governmental ald should be held to a
minimum unless absolutely necessary to the
successful conclusion of the mass rapid tran-
8it plan. Natlonal defense, if applicable and
compatible with the plan, would be a strong
basis for Federal aid.

13. Joint exercise of powers should be de-
veloped so that highways, freeways, bridges
and tunnels owned and operated by other
agencies, both public and private, can be used
wholly or in part to reduce costs and bor-
rowing needs.

As time is of the essence In today’s com-
plex world of transportation, it 1s strongly
urged that if we are to move people in our
metropolitan areas, relleve highway conges-
tion and improve the flow of traffic, now is
the time to start mass rapid transit plan-
ning. It is hoped that the California ex-
perience will suggest ways to Implement
planning in other areas and simplify methods
of financing.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I yield
the floor——

Mr., SALTONSTALL. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Iyield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The railroads
in New England are in a very difficult
position. I think the approach of the
Senator from Ohio is a very practical
one. I hope he will permit me to be a
cosponsor of the bill,

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr., Sav-
TONSTALL] may be permitted to be placed
;n} my bill. I am delighted to have him
oin,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LACKS
A PROGRAM FOR MEDICAL AS-
SISTANCE FOR THE AGED
Mr. PROUTY. MTr. President, on Feb-

ruary 11, I introduced a bill, S. 763, to

give the District of Columbia the au-
thority to participate in the medical as-
sistance for the aged program. I said
at that time that I thought it scandalous
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that the District did not yet have a pro-
gram, thus depriving many of our older
citizens of help at the time of their
greatest need. I have not changed my
view on that matter.

My office has discussed the problem
with city officials. The Public Health
Agency stated its position that legislation
is not necessary. The Department of
Public Welfare was explicit in its view
that no legislation is necessary. They
seem almost proud that they have the
necessary laws on the books.

On the other hand, a discussion with
the office of the Corporation Counsel in-
dicates that perhaps some officials are
not so certain that authority does exist.

What a shame, Mr. President. The
lack of enabling legislation would provide
some justification for inaction by the
Commissioners for the benefit of the
health of our older people. But, assum-
ing they have such authority, there can
be no valid excuse for permitting over 2
years to lapse without a program.

I suspect that there is an excuse, Mr.
President, namely, the determination by
this administration that it will have its
pet project—medicare under social secu-
rity—or it will have no program at all.
There has been a constant campaign by
the administration to lobby medicare
into existence. I have no doubt at all
that its do-nothing attitude with re-
spect to aged medical assistance is just
another move in its effort to go to the
people to say “Kerr-Mills has done noth-
ing for the people of the District of
Columbia.”

I cannot stand by, Mr. President, and
let that happen. It is wrong to play
with the necessities of old age just to
foster the chances of the President’s pet
program when legislation is already on
the books—waiting for the District to
take advantage of its provisions.

Page 1 of the Washington Post on last
Saturday carried under large headlines
a story of the President’s desire that the
Capital City should lead in the war on
mental iliness. The President said in a
letter to Commissioner Tobriner:

There would appear to be no better place
for these forward-looking programs to be
started than in the Natlon's Capital.

The Commissioner replied that the
President’s desires in the matter would
receilve “prompt and vigorous atten-
tion.”

Mr, President, I have the same con-
cern for the mentally ill as the Presi-
dent of the United States. I only wish
that, during the past 2 years, he had ex-
pressed the same concern for the neglect
of the Commissioners in establishing a
program to protect the health of thou-
sands of men and women over 65.

Sour grapes, Mr. President. If the ad-
ministration cannot have precisely the
program it wants, it will sit in its medi-
care corner and pout and do nothing to
effect use of existing law.

1t is all right, I suppose, for the admin-
istration to lobby for new programs. It
probably has a right to do so. But, the
administration also has duties and re-
sponsibilities in the matter. It has the
obligation to administer the laws pres-
enfly in the code.
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Mr. President, last year the Congress
enacted the District of Columbia Public
Assistance Act. Public Law 87-807 gave
the Commissioners substantive legisla-
tion for such public assistance programs
as: Aid to the blind; old-age assistance;
aid to dependent children; aid to the
disabled.

That law, however, does not include
medical assistance for the aged.

On August 7, 1961, in the hearings on
that proposed public assistance bill, Mr.
George Shea, then Director of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Department of Wel-
fare, in endorsing discretionary author-
ity in the Commissioners to set up
whatever public assistance programs they
wished, said the following:

This is an important provision in view of
the possibility of change in our soclal secu-
rity structure. This law would enable the
District to administratively make adjust-
ments to any changes Iin Federal legislation
affecting the public assistance categorles.

That testimony was made almost a
year after the enactment of the Kerr-
Mills Act. No word was said about prog-
ress of the program in the District. But
there was included a provision impor-
tant to the administration which antici-
pates possible changes in the social se-
curity law.

What change would that be, Mr.
President? I suspect it means hope for
the passage of the social security ap-
proach to medical care.

There, Mr. President, lies the answer
to this whole shameful story,

The city of Washington should be a
showcase of progress to the rest of this
country. Care of the health of our older
people, when they so sorely need it,
should be no exception.

My own State of Vermont entered the
program early,

The eminent Governor of New York
and a Republican legislature also acted
quickly to provide enabling legislation.

In the backyard of Hyannis Port, a Re-
publican Governor together with a Dem-
ocratic legislature quickly acted to assist
the older people of the State of Massa-
chusetts.

These, and many other States very
quickly sought to assist and care for
the health needs of parents, aunts and
uncles and friends—the older genera-
tion.

Must the city of Washington be the
last to effectuate such a program?

Must the citizens of Washington want
and wait and despair until that one
magic day in the nebulous future when
the administration has its way on the
medicare issue?

That question will undoubtedly rise
again. But, until it does, let us, forth-
with, get at some positive action by the
administration and the District Com-
missioners.

The health needs of our older people
are entitled to no less.

VERMONT'S COVERED BRIDGES

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, one of
the great attractions which Vermont
holds for tourists is our covered bridges.
Orange County has four of these, and
the one at Thetford Center is the only
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remaining Haupt-truss bridge in the
northeastern United States.

Matthew I. Wiencke, president of the
Thetford Center Community Association,
recently brought to my attention an in-
teresting article about the history of the
Thetford Center Bridge and the need for
repairing it. The article brings to focus
the fact that the bridge was designed by
Gen. Herman Haupt who served under
the leadership of Abraham Lincoln. It
also points out that the Green Moun-
tain State has nearly half of the covered
bridges in the Northeastern United
States.

With the thought that it may be of
interest to all Members of the Senate
and the general public, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REecorp
at this point an article by Martha H.
Wiencke which appeared in the White
River Valley Herald, February 7, 1963.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the Randolph (Vt.) White River Val-
ley Herald, Feb, 7, 1863]
THETFORD CENTER'S COVERED BRIDGE IN NEED
OF REPAIR
(By Martha H. Wlencke)

What do visitors to Vermont first ask to
see? According to the Vermont tourist booth
in Rutland, they ask, “Where are the covered
bridges?” Vermont does, In fact, have nearly
half of the covered bridges in the Northeast-
ern United States, 118 out of a total of 241.
But, iIn the whole area from Hartland to
Newbury, the Interested visitor can see only
two, both In Thetford. One, the fine mul-
tiple kingpost bridge in Union Village, was
restored some years ago. The other, on Mill
Road In Thetford Center, is in need of friends
who will see to Its repair In the Immediate
future.

The Thetford Center Bridge ls well worth
repairing. It is a fascinating example of
the old wood beam and trunnel construc-
tlon, and more than that, it Is the only re-
maining bridge in the whole Northeastern
United States built on the design patented
by Gen. Herman Haupt. Richard Allen, lead-
ing authority on covered bridges, says in
his book *“Covered Bridges of the Northeast”
(1957) that a copy of General Haupt’s book
on bridge construction must have reached
Thetford Center. Perhaps the Thetford
town fathers were impressed by General
Haupt's reputation as engineer of the Hoosac
tunnel and as general In charge of military
rallroads during the Civil War. If so, they
were in good company.

In 1863, President Lincoln saw one of
Haupt's emergency bridges, bullt In record
time, and remarked that he had “seen the
most remarkable structure that human eyes
ever rested upon. That man Haupt built a
bridge across Potomac Creek, about 400 feet
long and nearly 100 feet high, over which
loaded trains are running every hour, and,
upon my word, gentlemen, there 1s nothing
in it but beanpoles and cornstalks.”
Potomac Creek bridge was bullt in 8 days
by soldlers who were not mechanies, but
it carrled 10 to 20 trains a day and with-
stood heavy rains as well.

MODEST BUT STRONG

The Thetford Center Bridge is bullt on a
far more modest scale and for permanent use.
But its Haupt truss plan, to the credit of its
bullders, was considerably more complicated
to construct than was the very popular town
lattice style, according to Mr, Allen, Here
in Thetford we can justly feel that we have
a real historic monument, both to a dis-
tinguished engineer and to the sound craft-
manship of the early builders and town
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fathers. The bridge has borne years of traffic
without major repair, and, when repaired,
can be expected to bear traffic for many more
generatlons.

Bullders of new steel and concrete bridges
have discovered the advantages of the old
bridges too late. In Woodstock, Mr. Allen
says (Rare Old Covered Bridges of Windsor
County, 1962) that the “old covered span
on U.8. 4 withstood storms, high water, and
heavy traffic for 8 years short of a century—
and it took dynamite to demolish it. By
way of contrast, its concrete successor erected
in 1938 had to have new railings, flooring, and
pler repairs to the tune of $31,000 after only
17 years’ service. Woodstock's two remaining
covered bridges were carefully renovated, and
are now considered to be practical, economi-
cal, long-term investments."”

KEEN INTEREST

Interest in covered bridges is very high
these days all over the country. Mr. Allen
is now preparing, with the help of a Guggen-
heim grant, a book on the covered bridges
of the Middle West, where new covered
bridges are even now being built to attract
visitors. Winterset, Iowa, has put out a
pamphlet calling attention to the seven old
bridges in its county. Pictures of covered
bridges appear again and again in the travel
pages of the big city papers. Towns all over
New England are repairing their few remain-
ing covered bridges and directing tourists to
them. And many inquiries have come here
from out-of-Staters, urging that the Thet-
ford Center Bridge be kept.

Mrs. O. H, Lincoln, of Greenfield, Mass.,
writes to friends in Thetford, “These old tim-
bered spans are certainly a part of our early
America.”

Mrs. Gertrude N, Birchard, of Springfield,
Mass., adds “Too often after a bridge has
been taken down the surrounding area re-
grets it. * * * Let's do all we can to save
this fine example of the Haupt truss design.”

Mrs. Philip N. Cristal, formerly of Mil-
waukee, Wis., and a long-time summer visitor
to this area, heard about the bridge on a
trip to Washington, D.C. She urges, “Please,
please, don't let them tear down the covered
bridge—I know it well. * * * From the
standpoint of people loving New England
and coming from all over the country to
enjoy it—save it. The preservation move-
ment has swept all over the country, New
England should be in the vanguard.”

Congressman RoBerT T. STarrorp writes, 1
am in general sympathy with the efforts of
the people of Thetford to preserve this
bridge.”

Edward J. Conklin, Windsor, chairman of
the Board of Historle Sites, writes, “It would
seem to me that as a tourist attraction it
would be well worth the effort of the town
and highway department to do all they can
to restore this bridge for traffic.”

As the recreation industry grows in Ver-
mont, and Thetford grows with it, we can
be sure that many more visitors will stop
to share our pride in Thetford's two historic
bridges. We have a responsibiilty to our past
to preserve our unique bridge for the gen-
erations to come,

If you are interested, write to Ralph Fi-
fleld, Thetford Center. Letters are needed
at once,

THE PLIGHT OF MIGRANT WORK-
ERS—A NATIONAL DISGRACE

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President,
one scandal that we can no longer af-
ford to push aside is the compelling
plight of migrant farm laborers in the
United States. Their life is poverty in
the midst of plenty. They live in a twi-
light world of hunger, poverty, and lack
of opportunity.
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After a work year of approximately
150 days, a typical migrant laborer can
boast of earning only $1,250 for the sup-
port of his wife and children. Compared
to the average earning of the American
factory worker—who on the average
earns close to $90 a week—the migrant
worker's pitiful $25 a week is in shabby
contrast. Normal needs for medicines,
clothing and food consume all of this
meager paycheck, and more.

The real crime is what such an exist-
ence does to the children of these hap-
less people. There is no one to care for
them. Their parents are toiling in the
field. Being constantly on the move, the
children cannot stay long enough in one
place to receive an adequate education.
If they survive their early childhood,
they are virtually doomed to repeating
the dismal life of their parents.

This situation of the typical migrant
family is repeated 500,000 times through-
out the Nation. Including women and
children, nearly 2 million human beings
in America are caught in a dismal web
of constant poverty and degradation in
the midst of plenty.

In the past, because of the local na-
ture of the migrant labor problem, only
local remedies were sought. In response
to the local migrant labor problem, State
and local governments and other organ-
izations have in many instances acted to
aid these people. However, because of
the great number of migrant workers and
because of their constant movement they
are also a national problem of concern
to all Americans.

Action must be taken by Congress
immediately to bring these people and
their children into the 20th century.
If we believe in economic and social jus-
tice for all Americans, it must include
these 2 million people.

Unlike most other laboring groups in
our society, agricultural migrants are
almost totally lacking in either political
or economic power. In contras: to the
economic and political weakness of the
migrants, stands the economic and po-
litical power of the agricultural grow-
ers and processors who purchase their
labor. The fact that agricultural work-
ers are specifically excluded from cov-
erage under Federal wage and hour leg-
islation, and from much other social
legislation, is strongly indicative of their
lack of political power. This fact also
suggests the need for further legislation
by this Congress to attempt to help
equalize these two groups.

The President’s Committee on Migra-
tory Labor has pointed the way: we
must—
accomplish in agriculture what we, as a na-
tion, have already accomplished in most
other sectors of our economy—the restora-
tion of respect and dignity, based on good
wages, good working conditions, steady em-
ployment, educational opportunities, and the
extension of pl.l.bllc health and welfare serv-
ices to the men, women and children who
labor for hire in American agriculture.

During the last session of the Con-
gress the Senate approved five bills in-
troduced by the distinguished junior
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. WiL-
riams], which would have helped to al-
leviate this national problem. Unfor-

2617

tunately, only one of them was approved
by the other body—a bill which author-
ized grants for improving health services
for migratory workers. This was at least
a beginning.

In this Congress as in the last, lead-
ership in this task has been undertaken
by our colleague from New Jersey, Sen-
ator WiLriams. He has introduced nine
bills designed to attack such ills as the
general lack of education, the absence
of necessary child care, the lack of ade-
quate transportation, housing and sani-
tation, and the prevalence of a distress-
ingly low wage.

If Congress accomplishes the task set
out by the Senator from New Jersey, it
will remove a system of virtual peonage
in our society. In doing so, America will
once again prove that it is a nation
where no one is forgotten, where the
young have faith and their elders have
hope.

MILITARY POSTURE OF THE UNITED
STATES

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, when the
Secretary of Defense testified before the
Senate Armed Services Committee today,
I asked him certain questions with re-
spect to his advanced and unclassified
statement on the military posture of the
United States.

I ask unanimous consent fthat my
questions be placed in the body of the
Recorp at this point so that the Ameri-
can people may know the questions that
I posed fo the Secretary of Defense.

There being no objection, the ques-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

QUESTIONS OF SENATOR MARGARET CHASE
SMITH To DEFENSE SECRETARY McNAMARA,
1963 DeEFENSE POSTURE HEARINGS, COMMIT-
TEE ON ARMED SERVICES, U.S. SENATE

I INTRODUCTION
B. 1. Latin America

1. On pages 6 and 7 you refer to the Cuban
crisis and the diminishing of the military
threat as a result of the handling of the
crisis. Do you think that the improvements
that you have made in the past 2 years in
our general purpose forces were the decisive
factor in our facing up to Khrushchev's
challenge in Cuba?

2. If we had had only the forces which
were in the Inventory as of January 1961,
would we have been able to threaten an
invasion of Cuba in October 1962?

3. Do you believe that improvements under
your tenure as Secretary of Defense mate-
rially affected the outcome of the Cuban
crisis? If so, how?

4. Do you believe that the lesson of Cuba
was that the tide turned because of
superiority in conventional weapons? That
we won the eyeball-to-eyeball showdown be-
cause we had superior conventional forces?

5. If there were such an eyeball-to-eyeball
showdown in some areas not in our own
backyard like Cuba but rather nearer Rus-
slan soil and to Khrushchev's advantage—
like Berlin, Iran, Korea, or Thailand—who
would have the conventional force advantage
and who would be more likely to win the
showdown?

6. How do you assess the role of the Stra-
tegic Alr Command during the crisis?

7. Was it placed in an advanced state of
readiness to preclude being caught by sur-
prise or to impress upon the Russians the
seriousness of our determination?

8. Were we close to thermonuclear war
during the week of October 22, 1962—did we
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contemplate the use of nuclear weapons in
Cuba—did we think Khrushchev would ini-
tiate such a war when we were in such a
state of preparedness?

0. “Escalation” has been a scareword while
“gontrolled response” has had very favorable
preference—almost as though it was a touch-
stone of military magic. I gather from what
you have sald in the past that we retained
the power of controlled response.

Did we retain the power of escalation? In
your concept of controlled response, is it
desirable that we have the power of esca-
lation?

10. There are those who contend that
the lesson of Cuba was that we won that
showdown because of our superior conven-
tional forces. Yet, there are those who con-
tend that the lesson of Cuba was that we
won that showdown because it turned on
being a nuclear confrontation and we had
the nuclear superiority and sensing that
EKhrushchev backed down.

Was there a nuclear confrontation? Did
the crisis turn on our nuclear superiority
or on our conventional superiority?

11. Had Ehrushchev had superior conven-
tional forces in Cuba, what would have been
the outcome of the eyeball-to-eyeball show-
down?

B. 7. NATO

1. On pages 14-19, you discuss NATO. Up
until now our defense of Western Europe has
been based on our overwhelming nuclear su-
periority, both in terms of tactical nuclear
weapons in Europe and in terms of our stra-
teglc retaliatory power.

Despite great disparities in conventional
forces between the Soviet bloc and NATO,
the Communists have been deterred from
military aggression in Europe.

Now you propose to build the conventional
strength of Europe to the point where it
could cope with a Communist assault with-
out resorting to nuclear weapons. Do you
think that this policy increases the risks
to the Russians?

2. If the worst they might suffer would
be a repulse back to their initial lines (under
a strictly containment policy), would they
not find this an attractive risk?

8. Is it realistic to assume that the Euro-
peans will ralse the necessary conventional
forces to fill the gap between their present
strength and that of the Soviet bloc?

4. Do not Europeans see the new policy of
raising the threshold at which nuclear
weapons would be introduced as a device
to protect the United States from possible
damage while the European countries take
the brunt of a conventional assault?

5. If not, to what do you attribute their
lethargy?

8. Your new policy for Europe seems to
assume that the Soviets would not introduce
the use of tactical nuclear weapons. But
are not their units equipped with these
weapons?

7. What is the basis for your assumption
that they would not use them if it were to
their advantage to do so?

8. Do you see the present French position
on an independent nuclear deterrent as re-
lated to French rejection of the U.S.-spon-
sored strategy for the defense of Europe?

9. Our old policy for NATO was known as
the sword and shield policy, with conven-
tional forces in Europe serving as the shield
—and with nuclear forces, principally United
Btates, serving as the sword.

The Nassau communique described the
current policy as the old sword and shield
in reverse with the new emphasis on Polaris.

In your estimation, what has changed in
Europe—what has changed in the way of
Allied forces—what has changed in the Com-~
munist threat—to justify applying the old
sword and shield policy in reverse? In other
words, why are 80 NATO divisions, which
formerly were regarded as sufficlent only as
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the shield against Communist nonnuclear
assault, now considered an adequate sword?

10. You discuss command and control on
pages 39 and 40 under “II. Btrategic Retalla-
tory Forces” and this next question perhaps
is more properly put at that point—but be-
cause it relates to the question I have just
asked, I want to propose it to you now.

It seems to me that the multilateral nu-
clear force proposed at the Nassau meeting
poses difficult command and control prob-
lems.

If these problems do not have a simple so-
lution, does not the multilateral approach
encumber the use of nuclear deterrent force,
thus making it less rather than more effec-
tive?

11. Do we want to commit U.S. forces to
such an arrangement?

12. If there is an assault by the Soviet
block against Western Eurcpe and if our
conventional forces fail under that assault,
at what point would you resort to nuclear
force?

13. What would you describe as “over-
whelming defeat”—at what point would our
conventional forces be facing overwhelming
defeat?

E. Arms control and disarmament

1. With respect to that part of rour state-
ment on page 27 dealing with “Arms control
and disarmament,” I have a few questions.

In a speech you made in Chicago a year
ago you spoke of the growing destructive
power of Soviet nuclear forces.

Do you think that when the Soviets reach
the point of being able to wreak unaccept-
able damage on the United States, we are in
a state of “nuclear stalemate"?

2. What would you call
damage”?

3. Do the Soviets have that capability
now?

4. If a point of nuclear stalemate is
reached, would we in any way have a “de-
cisive margin of superlority” and if so, in
what form would it be—and of what sig-
nificance would it be?

5. Are you confident that the Sovlets wiil
be satisfied with a nuclear stalemate—or will
they constantly strive for a technological
breakthrough to upset the balance in their
favor?

6. If a nuclear stalemate exists, with the
admitted strong conventional force of Russia
facing Western Europe—in the event that
NATO forces should be faced with over-
whelming defeat in Europe by conventional
forces, where does that leave NATO and us
if we have accepted the doctrine of nuclear
stalemate?

7. Never before in the memories of Amer-
icans have we considered ourselves less than
superior, or at least potentially superior, to
any other power in the world. The stale-
mate concept negates this.

It seems to me that the stalemate doc-
trine can have serious long-term effects on
our national will, our courage and our de-
termination to resist attacks on our way of
life. Do you have any concern on this po-
tential aspect and how would you propose
to prevent such deteriorating results?

8. Unclassified estimates of U.S. superior-
ity over the U.B.S.R. in nuclear warheads
and delivery systems range from 4 to 1 to
10 to 1.

‘Why doesn’t this superiority afford us the
widest range of options—or controlled re-
sponses—to cope with Communist aggres-
sion and why should we not continue to
strive for a war-fighting and war-winning
nuclear capability?

9. You have spoken at times in terms of
“mutual deterrence”—equating it with
“nuclear stalemate.” Do you really think
that mutuality with EKhrushchev is possi-
ble—especially when just recently he said
that he would live to see Russia and Red
China throw the last shovel of dirt on our
grave?

“unacceptable

February 20

10. Should we help Russia reach parity
with us by scaling down our power—by
slowing up our efforts?

11. On the score of "mutuality,” how
about the Russians showing some good faith
by letting us catch up with them on booster
power for rockets and missiles?

12. Do you believe that once the Russians
have achieved parity with us that they will
then stop their drive to push ahead of us?

| e MG e m—
SMITH-MUNDT ACT ANNIVERSARY

Mr, MUNDT. Mr, President, you may
recall that a few days ago, on the occa-
sion of the 15th anniversary of the
Smith-Mundt Act, which I was privi-
leged to coauthor with my esteemed col-
league, H. Alexander Smith, I introduced
two very important bills, which would
stimulate and expand our educational
and cultural exchange programs. I am
sure you are all aware of the fine re-
sults the United States has reaped from
these programs, but as I stated earlier
here in the Senate, I am sure you are all
just as equally aware of the fact that
these programs could be implemented to
a greater extent by stimulating the func-
tions of the existing exchanges and by
expanding them to include other types—
such as art exhibits, representing many
nations, both here in the United States
and abroad.

And, then, I think you are cognizant
of the problems, insignificant as they
may seem, which the visiting exchange
participants are faced with while they are
guests of the United States, just small
particulars, but the kind which create
better relationships through warmer and
kinder hospitality. This I think, could
be done through better coordination and
efficiency in the operation of these pro-
grams.

Last year, I assisted with an exchange
program, the international soil and
water conservation seminar, which was
held on the campus of South Dakota
State College in Brookings, 8. Dak., in
which approximately 26 countries par-
ticipated. Once again, I was made aware
of the great contribution such exchanges
make toward peace and understanding
among nations, but again, I was also
made aware of the need for better coordi-
nation in these programs, and of the fact
that more types of exchanges can be
successfully achieved with all phases of
social and economic life—from farming
to the fine arts.

Along these lines, I was indeed grati-
fied to receive a letter from the man who
was most instrumental in the planning
and coordination of this seminar in
Brookings, expressing his interest and
strong approval of my proposals.
Through his experience in this seminar
he realized the importance which lays in
the passage of my two proposals. S. 558
seeks the objective of greater coordina-
tion among our exchange programs and
bringing out the welcome mat where all
visitors can see it. Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 30 would amend the Mutual Educa-
tional and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961
by stimulating and expanding our al-
ready invaluable exchanges.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert Dean Orville Bentley’s
letter into the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, S0
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that all of my colleagues might have the
benefit of reading the reactions to my
proposals by a man experienced in this
area.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

DIVISION OF AGRICULTURE,
SouTH DaxoTA STATE COLLEGE,
Brookings, S. Dak., February 5, 1963,
Hon, EarL E. MuNDT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAaR SemaTorR Muwpr: Mr. O'Brien was
kind enough to send me a copy of the ConN-
GRESSIONAL REcorp for January 28, 1863,
which contained a speech given before the
Senate by you on the occasion of the 15th
anniversary of the passage of the Smith-
Mundt Act.

Your position was well taken, and I found
it most enjoyable reading. We, of course,
were pleased to note your kind reference to
the International Soil and Water Seminar
held on our campus last summer. I am sure
that everyone concerned with the seminar
here would agree that the experience was
worthwhile for those who participated and
that it had a salutory effect on the faculty in
the Division of Agriculture and we hope in
broadening our understanding of the prob-
lems faced by our neighbors in the develop-
ing countries in the area of soil and water
resource development.

I especially want to underscore a comment
that appears in the third column on page
1193 of the Recorp, wherein reference is made
to the importance of having student ex-
changes, teacher exchanges, and other ex-
changes related to the academic area. I
often say in talking to groups that educa-
tion is one of the powerful tools for eco-
nomic and social adjustment. This idea, of
course, 18 not original at all with me, but
if this is the belief of a nation such as ours,
then we should be sure that education and
understanding brought about through it will
constitute a tool for the economic and social
development of emerging nations, As a na-
tion we all too frequently look to solutions
involving material things and minimize the
importance of motivation and stimulation of
progress through the introduction of ideas
and ideals for a free country.

Sincerely yours,
G. BENTLEY,

Dean, Division of Agriculture and Direc-

tor of Ezperiment Station.

REMARKABLE PROGRESS OF AMER-
ICAN SLOVAK WOMEN

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, Pennsyl-
vania is known as the State with the
greatest number of Slovak fraternal
organizations. Although their first fra-
ternal group was founded as long ago as
February 14, 1890, the Slovaks have con-
tinued to be leaders in this field.

Today I would like to pay tribute to
the remarkable progress American
Slovak women have made in both fra-
ternal life and education. Recently,
their largest fraternal organization, the
First Catholic Slovak Ladies, which has
a large membership in the Keystone
State, observed its T70th anniversary.
Another large group, the Vincentian
Sisters of Charity in Perrysville, Pa., cel-
ebrated the 60th anniversary of its
arrival in this country. These organi-
zations have contributed much to the
progress of the American Slovaks and
have enriched our education system with
over 421 teachers and nurses, who teach
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in some 37 schools, mostly in Pennsyl-
vania, and maintain 4 hospitals.

Mr. President, the First Catholic
Slovak Ladies will hold their annual
meeting beginning Sunday, February 24,
1963. I want to take this opportunity
to commend them for their leadership in
fraternalism. I would also like to con-
gratulate the Vincentian Sisters of
Charity on their outstanding record of
six decades.

I ask for unanimous consent that
there be placed in the Recorp an article
by Mr. John C. Sciranka, well-known
American Slovak journalist, a native
Pittsburgher and a product of American
Slovak fraternalism. The article ap-
peared in the February issue of Dobry
Pastier—Good Shepherd—official organ
of the Slovak Catholic Federation of
America.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

SeveEn DEcADES OF PROGRESS OF SLOVAK CATH-
oLic WOMEN IN AMERICA
(By John C. Sciranka)

Beginning this year, the First Catholic
Slovak Ladles Union, the largest Slovak
women's organization in the world, started
on its elghth decade. The organization was
founded in 1892 by Mrs. Anna Hurban with
the aid of the Rev. Stephen Furdek, who is
also known as the “Father of American Slo-
vaks.” Mrs. Hurban is often described by her
successor, Mrs. Helen Kocan, who is com-
pleting her third decade as supreme presi-
dent in June 1963, as an organizer “with a
lantern,” who was going from house to house
in Cleveland, Ohio, seeking new members in
order to be able to form the first Slovak
Catholic women's lodge, from which sprung
the most progressive women's organization,
with a present membership of close to 94,000,
whose supreme officers are determined to
reach a membership of 100,000 by 1967 when
the union will observe its diamond or 75th
anniversary.

The Pennsylvania members are proud that
although the organization was founded in
Ohio, Mrs. Ilona Ratkovic of Pittsburgh, Pa.,
was its first president.

During the seven decades the following
were its supreme presidents: Ilona Ratkovie,
Anna Vojna Strunak, Rozalia Hozeny-Bojtim,
Pauline Doerl, Anna Ondrej, Frances C. Ja-
kubein, and the current president, Mrs.
Helen Eocan, who took office 3 months after
President Franklin D. Roosevelt was inaugu-
rated in 1933, and upon the death of her
predecessor, Mrs. Frances C. Jakubcin, of
Reading, Pa., known for her energy and de-
termination, which she applied with full
force in order to place the organization on
a sound financial basis.

Perusing the pages of history of this or-
ganization, we must admire the willpower
and natural talents of these ploneer women
and their successors, who have made its
growth possible and use its accumulated as-
sets of $33 million not only to aid its mem-=-
bers, but also for the construction and main-
tenance of various religious, educational, and
charitable institutions, among which the
greatest is their own home for the aged,
known as Villa Sancta Anna, built at a cost
of close to a million and a half dollars at
Bechwood Village, the suburb of Cleveland,
Ohio, 3 years ago.

The organization observed its 70th anni-
versary in 1962 with religlous, civic and
fraternal programs in the following cities:
Chicago, Ill., where Most Rev. Bishop An-
drew G. Grutka, D.D,, its honorary president
pontificated. This was followed by a cele-
bration at Reading, Pa., where the late su-
preme president, Mrs. Frances C. Jakabcin,
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resided. Then the Pittsburgh, Pa., district,
from whence came the first supreme presi-
dent, held 1its celebratlon at WVincentian
Sisters Mother House at Perrysville, where
they also commemorated the 60th anni-
versary of the arrival of these Sisters to
Braddock, Pa.,, where they began their work
of teaching Slovak children in parochial
schools. Their number grew during the pe-
riod of 6 decades to 421 members, who teach
in 37 parochial schools, 8 high schools and
give religious instructions to children in
Sunday schools, as well as nurse the ill in
4 hospitals.

The ladies of Pittsburgh district of this
organization made it a double celebration,
observing the T0th anniversary of the union
and honoring especially the four ploneer-
Bisters of this order: namely, Sister M.
Claudia, Sister M. Melitta, Sister M. Martina
and Sister M. Agilberta, who have been
blessed to observe the 60th anniversary of
their order in America, where they came on
November 14, 1902, at the invitation of the
late Rev. Adalbert Kazincy of Braddock, Pa.,
where they were first established.

The great work of these Sisters was re-
membered by the generous Ladies Union,
who have also paid tribute to their superiors:
namely, General Mothers of the Congrega-
tion, starting with the pioneer Rev. Mother
M. Emerentlana and followed by Rev.
Mother M. Ignatia, Rev. Mother M. Gregory,
Rev. Mother M. Raymunda and the present
Rev. Mother M. Ildefonsa.

This order also maintains a Mother House
at Villa San Bernardo, Bedford, Ohio, where
the Cleveland-Lakewood district held its
celebration. The New York-New Jersey dis-
trict met at Perth Amboy, N.J., for the fes-
tivitles and the TOth anniversary programs
was concluded with a celebration at Youngs-
town, Ohio.

The T0th anniversary will also go into his-
tory of this union on account of a merger of
the Slovak Catholic Cadet Union of Cleve-
land, Ohlo, being concluded, which enriched
the organization with additional new
members.

The T0th anniversary will also be remem-
bered by the complete sellout of 100,000
Slovak cookbooks, which the organization
published. The 11th edition of 10,000 was
ordered to fill the new orders. Slovak wo-
men are noted for being wonderful cooks and
their daughters and granddaughters are fol-
lowing in their footsteps. They published
several hundred of recipes for the present
and future generations, which is adding to
the happiness of homes and families in this
modern age.

The organization is making preparations
for its quadrennial convention, which will
be held in September 1963 at Milwaukee,
Wis., at its annual meeting during the week
of February 24 at Cleveland, Ohlo, where re-
ports will be given by all supreme officers;
namely, the above-mentioned supreme presi-
dent, Mrs. Helen Kocan; supreme chaplain,
Rt. Rev. Msgr. Michael M. Tondra; supreme
secretary, Mrs. Susan Matuschak, who com-
pleted 30 years as supreme officer; supreme
secretary of Junior Order, Mrs. Frances Mi-
zenko, who is constantly on the watch to
enroll younger members, and Miss Anna R.
Yasso, supreme treasurer, who reported re-
cently the total assets of $33,693,649.46. This
was accumulated during the seven decades
besides the millions paid in death benefits
and contributions to religlous, patriotic, and
charitable needs, for which the organization
is known. However, its supreme officers and .
members feel that it pays to be generous
and charitable, for it brings unlimited re-
turns.

Other officers who will render reports are
the following: Mrs. Margaret Kuzma, Mrs.
Mary Bayus, and Mrs. Veronica Radocha,
vice presidents; Mrs. Mary V. Haydu and Mrs.
Anna K. Hruskovich, trustees; Mrs. Ella
Vlasaty, Mrs. Mary Osadjan, and Mrs. Anna
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Zassick, auditors, and Mrs. Elizabeth Lip-
oveky, editor.

This year the organization, no doubt, will
again prove its generosity towards the Insti-
tute of SS. Cyril and Methodius, wkich is
being constructed in Rome for the training
of priests for Slovakia, where the apostles,
88. Cyril and Methodius brought Chris-
tianity in A.D. 863, which is ably described
in the official organ of the union “Zenski
Jednota" (Ladies Union), edited by an Amer-
jcan-born editor of Slovak descent, Mrs.
Ellzabeth Lipovsky, of Bethlehem, Pa., who
is a product, like most of the supreme offi-
cers, of American Slovak fraternalism. Mrs,
Lipoysky holds the distinction of being a
member of the first graduating class of the
8t. Cyril's Academy, Danville, Pa., which is
the girls' school of higher learning founded
and conducted by the Congregation of Slo-
vak Sisters of SS. Cyril and Methodius, who
are also the daughters and granddaughters
of American Slovak ploneers and fra-
ternalists.

UNITED STATES-CANADIAN
RELATIONS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
been both interested and impressed by
the response in Canada to my own in-
terest in the Canadian election and the
campaign now in progress there. Some
of the correspondence I have received
from Canadians expresses the view that
Americans know very little, and have
little interest, in what goes on north
of our border.

But that is not true, at least compara-
tively speaking. As chairman of the
Senate’s Latin American Subcommittee,
I have been following closely the prog-
ress of the border program between the
United States and Mexico, and it is my
sad conclusion that our U.S. relations
with Canada are much closer than our
relations with Mexico, despite the fact
that the latter nation is about twice as
populous as Canada. Our trade, our
culture, our history, our current alli-
ances, and the contacts of our people,
all bear out a comity and friendship with
Canada that considerably exceeds that
with Mexico.

The border program is one means of
correcting that condition. I hope it will
be successful. It is possible, in fact, that
some of the devices we have set up with
Canada could also be applied to our
relations with Mexico.

For example, the Interparliamentary
Committee of American and Canadian
Legislators has been one of the instru-
ments that has promoted closer ties be-
tween our countries. It has brought our
National Legislators together for the best
kind of frank discussion of mutual prob-
lems. It has brought about a better ex-
change of information, including the de-
livery in my office, af least, of the record
of the debate in the Canadian Parlia-
ment along with our own CONGRESSIONAL
RecorD. Some of the vigor and mutual
activity of our interparliamentary pro-
gram with Canada deserves to be applied
to our interparliamentary program with
Mexico.

I have been heard to express the view
recently that our relations with Canada
are too important to leave to diplomats,
and that our differences of opinion can-
not and should not be swept under the
Tug.
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Today, there arrived in my office a
series of editorials from the Winnipeg
Tribune, of Winnipeg, Manitoba, which
reflect a similar opinion. The editor,
Mr. Eric Wells, was kind enough to for-
ward them to me, and I ask unanimous
consent that they be printed at this
point in the REcorp, together with Mr.
Wells’ letter.

There being no objection, the editorials
and letter were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

THE WINNIPEG TRIBUNE,
February 18, 1963.
Senator WayME MORSE,
The Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR: Over the years your inter-
est in Canadlan affairs, particularly in re-
lation to the United States, has been one of
the few constant contacts between the two
countries in the public domain.

I was pleased to see In a news report the
other day that you intend to continue to
express your observations on this subject
with candor during the Canadian election.

Apart from the depth of the issues in-
volved in the election, which are indeed com-~
plicated, there certainly is the need for
improvement of American-Canadiar. under-
standing. In my opinion, there are polly-
anna elements on both sides of the border,
many in high places or in journalistic circles,
camouflaging such differences as do exist.

It perhaps is a symptom of the age that
most of us prefer simple conclusions. I be-
lieve it is possible to establish a degree of
rapport on baslc purposes, but unfortunate-
1y the extenslon of policies beyond that must
inevitably be complicated, distasteful as it
may be to the general public.

I am taking the liberty of sending you a
few recent editorials from the Winnipeg
Tribune on this subject, because, in general,
I believe this matter is getting out of focus,
and you can do something about it.

Yours sincerely,
ErIC WELLS,
Editor.

[From the Winnipeg Tribune, Feb. 7, 1963]
UNACCUSTOMED AS WE ARE

There is one fundamental issue which
must be faced in the election. It is the
question of Canadian-American relations.
This is a question that in being discussed
at all may raise charges of anti-American-
ism, Despite this, it must be faced if this
country truly is seeking a definition of its
identity.

The creation of a national broadcasting
policy, carefully balanced to preserve Cana-
dian content, and the sensitlvities exposed
by attempts to stem the flood of American
magazines, are only glimmerings of this
problem's true magnitude.

The election was brought about by the
statement of one retired American general,
followed by a note from the U.S. State De-
partment. Without these two unexpected
events, Parliament probably would have con-
tinued for some months. At least it would
have continued until a domestic issue had
emerged to demand a realinement of con-
trol.

Instead of the normal procedures of re-
sponsible government, this country has been
precipitated into an election by actions from
outside. There is nothing to be galned in
disguising the fact that American opinion
of how we conduct our affairs pulled the key-
stone out of our political edifice. This
brought about the defeat of government,
forced an election, and in doing so revealed
an abyss between two nations. For genera-
tions both had camoufiaged their differences
under the euphemistic admiration of thou-
sands of miles of undefended border.
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It is a matter of considerable significance
that this abrupt demonstration of Ameri-
can influence on our internal affairs has not
resulted in ' immediate violent Canadian
counteraction. It is most unusual for a na-
tlon to absorb such an upset to its com-
placency without giving some evidence of
hostility. Only those nations which exist as
satrapies who know their masters would be
80 docile. But Canada prides itself on its
independence. And it can only be that our
confidence in the American people out-
weighs our national sensitivities for us to
recelve this without affront.

Despite this, we still have a problem. In
the course of a few weeks, the subject of
defense—and more particularly nuclear
policy—has brought about an election be-
cause the matter was propelled to our atten-
tion by American expressions of opinion,
some official and some not. It was a vague,
undefined subject which didn’t demand our
attention in the election last June, at least
it was not an issue. Suddenly, it has become
the most pertinent issue of all, exposing the
core of our national misunderstanding of
American concepts of being nelghborly.

It is a stimulating challenge for both
Americans and Canadians now that this sub-
ject finally has surfaced. Much too long
was it submerged by the afterdinner speak-
ers extolling our friendship as something so
precious that to express differences was akin
to blasphemy. Whatever differences there
may be should take on definite form so that
they can be discussed, perhaps resolved, and,
at least, respected.

In approaching this North American con-
frontation, it should be recognized in ad-
vance that there are many supersensitive
types on both sides of the border who won’t
like it the least bit. They are the ones who
believe that friendship cannot survive differ-
ences. In Canada, this group will shout
“anti-Americanism” on any Canadian view-
point expressed.

But in the United States ltself there will be
a larger group which will appreciate hearing
from us after years of silence. In that coun-
try where the pronouncements of govern-
ment are not held to be beyond criticism by
the public, many are aware that years of
absence of candor, have at last been revealed
at official levels. In now discussing policy
differences, the matter does not involve anti-
Americanism at all.

Of all the volces raised in criticism of
American foreign policy, the most penetrat-
ing come from within the body of American
opinion itself. But all around them, in the
ranks of their allies, they are accustomed to
pussyfooting platitudes, particularly from
Canadians. Now, they would like to know
what do we really think, and what is our
definition of national purpose.

It should be remembered that we are deal-
ing with Americans, the same people who
began a revolution to demand that they, as
colonists, should enjoy the same rights as
Englishmen which in 1778 were denied them.
Canadian rights to opinion on outside pol-
icies affecting our future are not denied, and
we should not be timid about expressing
them. Thoughtful Americans will readily
understand.

[From the Winnipeg Tribune, Feb. 15, 1963]
THE COVER TREATMENT

Newsweek, a news-interpretive magazine,
has given Canada the cover treatment.
Gone are all the platitudes and the cloying
tributes which featured its previous rare
excursions north of the border. Today we
aren't very nice people. At best, it appears
that Canadians are a bunch of timid tenants
overdue on their rent for half of the con-
tinent.

There is no purpose in disputing the con-
clusions of this magazine. Its version of the
events in Canada recalls Dr. Johnson's ri-
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poste: “I have found you an argument, but .

I'm not obliged to find you understanding.”

ent is easy, understanding is dif-
ficult. We doubt if Newsweek could grasp
that.

Just the same, it is interesting to see how
the Canadian confrontation—for that's what
our election has become in the United
States—Is being processed by a mass medla
circulator on which so many Americans de-
pend for guidance. There is no point in dis-
puting the superficial conclusions.

Newsweek has served a useful purpose for
it reveals the gulf separating large bodies of
American and Canadian opinion. It is made
apparent that even in sharing the same lan-
guage, we do not automatically achieve un-
derstanding.

Both countries have been careless about
this matter. The merest whiffs of contro-
versy result in charges of anti-Americanism,
anti-anti-Americanism, and anti-Canadian-
ism. It is not a compliment to our com-
mon heritage and our vaunted freedom of
speech to realize how much misunderstand-
ing exists.

It 18 more distressing to note the em-
phasls on such “antl” speculation in view
of the mutual trust and respect that is the
basis of our friendship. Both nations are to
blame for this diversion because of the lack
of candor in times past.

In the current Newsweek article Canadi-
ans are under the microscope. That’s the
way some Americans see us. Although we
don't agree with Newsweek's assessment,
the fact cannot be escaped that Canadians
are on the hot seat.

That's Canada they're talking about—not
the Congo.

[From the Winnipeg Tribune, Feb. 16, 1963]
TRADE SURPLUS

Yearend figures issued by the Dominion
Bureau of Statistlcs with respect to Can-
ada’s 1862 foreign trade give solld ground
for . There was a net merchandise
trade surplus of approximately $80 million,
the second consecutive trade surplus since
1962.

It is encouraging that the increase in dol-
lar value in both imports and exports was
not entirely due to the devalued Canadian
dollar but represented a significant increase
in physical volume.

There are one or two points in the Domin-
ion Bureau of Statistics report which are
worthy of special note if only because they
ought to be borne in mind when discussing
Canada’s future trade prospects.

First of all, the overwhelming preponder-
ance of primary and partly processed prod-
ucts in our exports continues. The order of
importance is also useful to keep well in
mind.

The priorities are: Newsprint, wheat, lum-
ber and wood pulp, nickel, aluminum, crude
oll, iron ore, copper and uranium. When
considering foreign trade in relation to this
country's tariffs and also when assessing the
importance of the various sectors of our in-
ternal economy Iin that trade, these facts
must not be lost sight of. These products
continue to be the bread-and-butter earn-
ers which permit us to import more highly
processed goods from abroad. Any national
trade policy which ignores this situation
could get us into serious difficulties.

Another item in the Dominion Bureau of
Statistics report that needs to be thought
about is the preponderance of our trade both
in imports and exports with the United
States. While our trade surplus with Britain,
our second biggest trading partner, reached
almost $360 million, our deficit with the
United States was $666 million. It is not
difficult to understand where our balance-of-
payments difficulties arise. Our total trade
with the United States was more than $8 bil-
lion while with Britaln it was only $11%
billion.
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Another check on overexuberance -in con-
sldering the yearend trade figures is the
fact that Canada’s sales to Japan, West Ger-
many, France, Belgium, Luxembourg as well
as Eastern Europe and Latin America fell by
around 5 percent. This falloff in sales was
precisely in those markets where it was hoped
our big export drive would have the most
effect. It means that the hoped-for improve-
ment in our trade with such highly indus-
trialized states as Japan, West Germany,
France, and Belgium did not occur. A con-
tinuation of this situation could provide am-
munition for those who argue that Britain’s
entry into EEC would not necessarily bene-
fit Canada.

By contrast with the above disappointing
growth in export trade to some countries,
gains were noted in the Dominion Bureau
of Statistics report of exports to China, Aus-
tralia, the Netherlands, Italy, and Venezuela.
Although Australia figured in the improve-
ment there remains little in the 1962 figures
to indicate that any substantial future exists
for Canada in some sort of Commonwealth
trading alliance.

‘We ought to face soberly the fact that Can-
ada is committed to the United States to a
degree that must color all our other relation-
ships. It would be healthler for this country
if this were not so, but the facts stare us in
the face.

The United States must also be prepared
to recognize that our undue reliance on trade
with that country imposes on the Canadian
Government an imperative need to seek
ways and means to modify this situation.
The United States has a balance of trade in
her favor of astronomical proportions. There
is plenty of leeway in this area for Canadians
to search for alternative sources of supply,
which in turn should logically become alter-
native markets, without the United Statea
becoming upset about our efforts.

It also should be useful for the Unifed
States to remember that in our search for
alternative markets, by which means we may
hope to balance our international payments,
we compete with agricultural and other sur-
pluses which the United States itself s try-
ing to dispose of. Attempts by the United
States to do this by price-slashing would
only aggravate the difiiculties of their largest
trade partner.

The figures of our t{rade during 1962 cer-
tainly reinforce the argument that it is only
by a total increase in all world trade that
we shall find any sure way to continued
prosperity. Trade blocs cannot possibly be,
for Canada, a long-range solution. What we
have to do is get into a position where we
can get the maximum benefit from & total
increase of all trade. It is more than ever
clear that it is on the general agreement on
tariffs and trade that our main hope should
be pinned.

[From the Winnipeg Tribune, Feb. 18, 1963]
THE IMAGEMAKERS

Canadian-American relatlons need im-
provement at policy levels of government.
This is particularly desirable on matters of
mutual involvement. In the current con-
troversy on nuclear arms nelther country,
as far as can be ascertained, has achieved
understanding of the other's position.

In Canada there are many who attempt to
blame this situation on the Canadian Gov-
ernment. In the United States there are
many more who attribute the blame to the
U.8. State Department. Most of this type of
criticlsm comes from partisan interests which
are not necessarlly reflective of the best in-
terests of the two countries. There 15 a
similarity among the partisan critics on both
sides of the border. Each group accuses its
own government of beilng "ham-handed,
grossly misinformed, laggard, and incom-
petent.”
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Another similarity in the partisan view-
point is the mutual emphasis placed on “the
image” of one's country abroad. These
imagemakeras apparently want their coun-
tries to present a placld and fatuous expres-
sion of tranqguility, polished by public-rela~
tions techniques.

The blandishments of the imagemsakers
should be discarded by Americans and Cana~-
dians alike. Too long have they influenced
attitudes, disguised issues, and misled our
countries.

It is this newspaper’s opinion that gov-
ernmental policy differences cannot be in-
terpreted as “the image” of respect that
people of one nation hold for another. If
it were s0, there would scarcely be any under-
standing left on the globe, little as it may be
in some quarters. The imagemakers have
written off Canadians in Britain and the
United States, have denigrated the Ameri-
cans in Europe; and have demoted the French
everywhere.

Just the same, it 18 necessary that coun-
trles should continue to improve the
channels of consultation to assist in defining
areas of differing views. Arnold Heeney,
chairman of the Canadian sectlon of the In-
ternational Joint Commission, had this in
mind when addressing the Canadian Club of
Montreal last month.

Outlining the history of this commission
which has been working for 50 years, Mr.
Heeney pointed to numerous accomplish-
ments. For the most part they dealt with
problems of water resources which over-
lapped the border. He sald the commission
has contributed “a desirable sanity and per-
manence in our relations,” and this is beyond
dispute.

In looking to the future, Mr. Heeney sald
he wondered “whether this same principle
and similar procedures could be usefully
extended beyond problems of the boundary.”
The idea, he sald, “seems worthy of con-
sideration, on both sides, and this especlally
as Canadian-United States mutual involve-
ment, and our ‘dealings with Uncle Sam,
increase dally in volume, complexity and
significance,”

Obviously, as events of recent weeks have
shown, both countries could benefit by im-
proving the contact for “desirable sanity and
permanence in our relatlons” such as Mr.
Heeney suggests.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am
especially interested in the reference to
the International Joint Commission, and
the observations about it made by Mr.
Arnold Heeney.

On the question of the substance of
the principal difference of opinion which
brought this whole matter to the fore
in both our countries, I do want to make
one or two more observations. Canadian
objections to our State Department’s
note have been long and loud and have
been particularly emphasized in the cor-
respondence I have received from indi-
vidual Canadians on this matter.

Yet the subject matter of that note
was and will remain a vital matter to
the United States. As a matter of fact,
I have been reminded in the past few
weeks of the decades of debate that went
on in this country over the St. Lawrence
Seaway. In that instance, it was the
United States which hemmed and hawed,
and tried to say yes and no at the same
time. I do not know how long we would
have kept Canada on the string, so to
speak, if the word had not been de-
livered here, loud and clear, that Canada
was tired of American fencesitting, and
was going to go ahead and construct the
seaway without us if we did not make
up our minds in a hurry.
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Now, of course, it was our prerogative
to decide for ourselves whether or not
we wanted to join in making the seaway
a joint venture. But that in no way
changed the fact that Canada was, if
anything, more vitally affected by our
decision than we were ourselves. For the
United States, the seaway looked like
a good thing, but not an essential thing.
For Canada, it looked essential, and it
was her responsibility to her own future
to build it herself if the United States
declined to make a decision.

The shock treatment applied by Can-
ada on that occasion got results. I do
not remember that anyone said or felt
that it was an interference in the af-
fairs of the United States. It was a plain
statement of Canadian policy.

That is why I think the defense matter
is in very much the same category. No
one in the United States is saying that
Canada must have nuclear weapons,
But she did enter into an agreement
calling for them, and if she declines to
carry it out, then the United States must
make provisions for our own defense.

This is as true of the future as it is of
the present. The argument is being
made in Canada that manned Soviet
bombers will probably not be as much of
a threat 10 years from now as they are
today, and because the Bomarc missile is
an antibomber weapon, it does not mat-
ter much whether they are effective or
not.

That does not say much for our North
American defenses during the period
when manned bombers will be a threat.

Worse yet, it says nothing about the
time when an antimissile missile will be
developed, as it surely will be. That
missile will also have to have a nuclear
warhead. What will Canada’s policy be
then? Will she have new reasons why
it would be undesirable to have them on
Canadian soil?

I quite agree with the Canadian crit-
ies of the United States who say that
this is a Canadian decision. But it is
one that is vital to the security of the
United States.

And what Canada does about it must
produce an immediate response in the
United States. We must either proceed
to work out better and more effective
joint defenses against nuclear attack, or
we must work out an American defense
for American cities.

INDUSTRY AND AGRICULTURE IN
THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COM-
MUNITY—ADDRESS BY DR.
WALTER HALLSTEIN, PRESIDENT,
EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMU-
NITY

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, on De-
cember 6, 1962, Dr, Walter Hallstein,
president of the European Economic
Community, addressed a special 75th an-
niversary convocation at Nebraska Wes-
leyan University in Lincoln. Because the
Common Market is of great importance
to our economy and to our legislative
approach, I ask unanimous consent that
the entire program, including the intro-
duction of Dr. Hallstein, be printed at
this point in the REcorp.
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There being no objection, the program
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

INDUSTRY AND AGRICULTURE IN THE EUROPEAN
EconoMic CoOMMUNITY
(By Walter Hallsteln)

(Dr. Vance D, Rogers, president of Ne-
braska Wesleyan, presided at a special 75th
anniversary convocation on the campus in
Lincoln, December 6, 1862. The convocation
featured Dr. Walter Hallstein, president of
the European Economiec Community. Dr.
Rogers presented the Honorable Senator
Carn T. CurTtis, U.S. Senator of Nebraska,
for the introduction of Dr. Hallstein.)

President Rogers, Governor Morrison, dis-
tingulshed guests, and ladies and gentlemen,
we here in the heartland of America are
both privileged and honored to have with
us today Dr. Walter Hallsteln, president
of the Commission of the European Economic
Community.

It is gratifying to all of us that Dr. Hall-
stein can meet with us to discuss America’s
stake in the Common Market.

To identify our honored guest let me point
to hils accomplishments prior to his presi-
dency of the Common Market. Dr. Hallstein
studied law and economics at the Universi-
ties of Bonn, Munich, and Berlin. A lawyer
by profession, he earned the prized doctoral
degree In law from the University of Berlin.

Dr, Hallsteln served as rector of the Uni-
versity of Frankfurt from 1946 to 1948 and
during that time was president of the Con-
ference of German University Presidents.
During the academic year 194849, Dr. Hall-
steln was guest professor at the Forelgn
Service School of Georgetown University in
Washington, D.C.

Prior to his election to the presidency
of the Common Market in 1958 Dr. Hallsteln
served as Under Secretary of State iIn the
German Ministry of Forelgn Affairs,

Dr. Hallsteln 1s a native of Germany's
Rhineland. There 1s a bond between Rhine-
landers, French and German, a bond which
inspired our guest to work for economic
unity of a free Europe, a unity which can
avoid war, can elevate human existence, and
can lead, he hopes, to eventual political
unlty in Western Europe.

Dr. Hallstein is firmly committed to the
principles of free enterprise. He knows they
will work, and he knows they are free Eu-
rope’s most formidable weapon against the
Communist conspiracy.

In this audience are leaders of American
agriculture and others keenly interested In
the fortunes of American agriculture—the
best and most efficient producers in the
world are represented here today. We meet
here to learn. We are devoted to the objec-
tive of mutually advantageous trade in agri-
cultural commodities. Rising llving stand-
ards and increaslng prosperity for any
segment of the free world benefits all in the
free world and will ultimately benefit all
mankind.

I give you Dr, Hallstein,

Mr., WaLTEr HavistEIN. To have been in-
vited to address this gathering in the agri-
cultural heartland of the United States gives
me a great sense of satisfaction. The over-
whelming impression of technleal progress
in America too easlly blinds us to the fact
that the United States is also the world's
foremost agricultural power. I know that a
major part of this agricultural strength has
its roots In the great region of the Middle
West which I am at present visiting.

This 15 the first time that I have repre-
sented the E Economic Community
in this part of the United States. It there-
fore falls to me to begin by giving you a
broad outline picture of this organization
established by six states of continental
Europe—Belgium, France, Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, and the Netherlands—and then
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I would like to say somehing about our
Community’s agricultural policy.

Economic Integration in FEurope began
with the European Community for Coal and
Steel which came Into existence in 1952 and
in which two important—indeed politically
important—key industries were brought un-
der a common system. On January 1, 1958,
the Coal and Steel Community was joined by
the European Atomic Energy Community
and the European Economic Community.
The intention in founding these bodles was
to replace national isolationism by a Eu-
ropean public spirit and to underpin this
change by means of common institutions
and common rules. A political effect was to
be achieved through amalgamation of the
national economies to put an end to a
centurles-old history of conflicts and wars
between Europeans in which the whole world
had all too often been involved.

The European Economic Community,
which is the most comprehensive of these
three undertakings, has rightly been called
a three-stage rocket. Its first element is a
customs union; its second economic union,
and its third political union; in other words
the extension of European unity beyond the
economic field to embrace defense, diplo-
macy, and culture.

The customs union is the core of what we
are building. What it means is that between
member states all customs dutles and guan-
titative restrictions will be gradually dis-
mantled and that in relations with the out-
side world a uniform external tariff will be
introduced. This uniform external tariff is
the logical consequence of the abolition of
customs duties within the Community. Since
everything imported into a member state
can circulate freely in the whole Common
Market, differing external tariffs would lead
to diversion of trade. This customs union is
today halfway toward completion. Internal
customs duties have been reduced by 50 per-
cent and the first step has been taken to
bring into line with the common external
tariff the duties which member states charge
on imports from third countries. This means
that we are already 18 months ahead of the
calendar lald down by the treaty establish-
ing our Community, the Treaty of Rome.
Further accelerations have in some cases al-
ready been decided on and yet others will be
proposed by my Commission.,

The second element of our Community is
the economic union. By this we mean that
the Common Market, as our Community is
called, 1s not merely an agreement about
trade in goods, but that 1t alms at nothing
less than the gradual merging of six national
economlies into one Eurcpean economy—and
this means that there must be free move-
ment of capital, free movement of workers,
the right of establishment for entrepreneurs
and freedom to supply services.

These ends are to be attalned by amalga-
mating the hitherto separate economic and
soclal policles of the member states, either
in the form of completely merged common
policies instead of the previous national pol-
icies—in agriculture, for instance, in trans-
port, in commercial matters—or in the form
of a more or less complete common responsi-
bility and common discipline In shaping the
policies of the several states.

Whereas the first 4 years of our Commu-
nity, which coinclded with the first phase
of the 12-year transition period, were mainly
given up to the introduction of the customs
union, 1962 can be designated as the year
of breakthrough to economic union. This
breakthrough is symbolized by the adop-
tion, at the beginning of the year, of funda-
mental principles for & common agricultural
policy and for a common antitrust policy.

Several weeks ago my Commission, which
is the executive organ of the European Eco-
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nomic Community, submitted an action pro-
gram relating to what still needs to be accom-
plished in the economic field; thls program
has been thoroughly discussed in the Europe-
an Parliament, where it was received with
unqualified approval. From the organiza-
tional angle also, this move to the second
stage of the transition period is of great im-
portance, for, under our treaty, the further
course of the transition period can no longer
be slowed down by the veto of any one state.
When the move was made from the first to
the second stage this was still possible.

Moreover, the development of economie
union did not begin at one stroke on January
1 this year. The first signs of it were ap-
parent before this: in 1960 in the fleld of
capital movements, in 1961 in connection
with the free movement of workers and the
right of establishment. In the field of trans-
port policy also a beginning was made some
time ago with the abolition of discrimina-
tion on grounds of nationality and proposals
for modernizing and improving communica-
tlon networks have been adopted.

In various other fields in which the Com-
munity is active proposals have been made
and decisions taken: labor programs, har-
monization of legislation, patent law, indi-
rect taxation, vocational training, coordina-
tion and consultation on monetary matters,
etc. And then there is a particularly im-
portant field of common policy; namely, com-
mercial policy. Only at the end of the
transition period, on January 1, 1970, will this
become a Community responsibility (unless
it is decided to shorten this period). But
little by little common action is already be-
ginning to emerge in this field, too. One
example of this is the success of the negotia~
tions by which Greece has been assoclated
with our Community. The treaty of assocla-
tion came into force on November 1.

Another example is provided by the
“Dillon round” of negotiations in GATT,
that worldwide association for tarif and
trade policy, at which reductions were made
in rates of duty. From the outset the Com-
munity helped these negotiations forward by
the liberal attitude which it adopted. We
are also hoping in the very near future to
conclude the negotiations which are in train
with the 18 African States associated with
us; their p is to recast the present
convention in the light of the developments
which have occurred since it was signed, in
particular the accession to soverelgnty of
our assoclates,

At the moment, however, the most im-
portant example of negotiations between the
Community and a nonmember state 1s pro-
vided by the conference on Great Britain’'s
entry as a full member. These negotiations
are the most impressive token of the success
of our Community and at the same time a
turning point in British policy toward
Europe. Their importance is matched by the
difficulties involved for both sides. The
Community finds itself face to face with a
country which has exceptionally wide and
varied links with other parts of the world.
Great Britain will have to break with many
habits and traditions and accept commit-
ments of a kind it has so far avolded.

On the other hand these negotiations offer
an exceptional chance of tackling problems
which can be solved only on a world scale,
such as world trade in farm products, help
for underdeveloped countries, and currency
problems. I cannot go into details here. I
can however say that so far these negotia-
tions have on the whole made very real
progress. As you know, other countries have
joined in the movement. Denmark, Norway,
and Ireland also wish to become members,
and other European countries want either to
be associated or to conclude an organic
trade treaty which would glve permanent
form to their relations with the Community.

No less im t 1s the second event In
which recognition of our Community as a
successful reality finds expression: President
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Kennedy's Trade Expansion Act. If good
use is made of the chance which this holds
for a genuine Atlantic partnership between
the United States and the European Com-
munity, it might establish in the non-
Communist world an economic order which
would be decisive for the character of the
second half of this century and would make
an immense contribution to the prosperity
and strength of the free world.

Even the attitude of the Soviet Union to-
wards Europe has been changing during
these months. Instead of routine polemics
on the lines of the well-known cliche that
“the capitalist world will be destroyed by its
own internal contradictions” a more realistic
judgment is being formed. Interest in us is
growing and our existence now and in the
future has even, it seems, been accepted.

As I have said, the third stage of the Com-~
mon Market rocket is political union. This
political union too has already begun; in-
deed it 1s implicit in the form of the Euro-
pean Economic Community itself for in fact
this Community is, as I have already sald,
political in its motivation. It has political
institutions of a Federal or quasi-Federal
type: a Community executive—my Commis-
sion—which is independent of the member
governments; a Council of Ministers of the
member governments forms the supreme
legislative organ of the Community; there is
a Parllament which alone has the constitu-
tional right to dismiss the Commission; and
then there is the Supreme Court of the
Community. Finally—and this too I have
already sald—the elements being amalga-
mated are political: they are essential ele-
ments of economic and social policy pre-
viously controlled by national governments
and parllaments.

Let me now consider the economic results
of what 1s known as economic integration.
They are reflected in the following figures:

From our beginning in 1958 through De-
cember 31, 1961, the value of our gross Com-
munity product rose by 18.6 percent and
estimates available now Indicated that the
figure will be 24 percent for our first 5-year
period. Thus we have enjoyed the fastest
growth rate of any major economic area in
the world.

Industrial production rose 29 percent In
the 1058-61 period and our calculations in-
dicated that the result for the 1958-62 pe-
riod will be 368 percent.

The rapid phased reduction of tariffs and
the response of Common Market-thinking
businessmen has undoubtedly contributed
immensely to an unusual growth in intra-
Community trade—73 percent for the period
1968-61. And here we expect the increase to
be of the order of 92 percent over the first
5 years.

Contrary to the fears of some, our trade
with the world has benefited, not suffered,
because of our domestic progress. Our im-
ports from 1958 through 1961 rose 27 per-
cent and our exports 28 percent, a particu-
larly high rate of expansion, with our
imports from the United States rising 44 per-
cent. We believe now that 1962 will show
something like a 5-year increase of 39 per-
cent in imports and a 30 percent increase In
exports, with imports from the United States
having risen about 59 percent.

The assessment of future prospects 1is
similar. Our gross Community product,
which was slightly more than $181 billion in
19569, may rise to $288 billion by 1970, on the
basis of a recent study made by our Com-~
misslon. This would represent an increase
of almost 60 percent in the present decade.
Private consumption in our economy totaled
$110.6 billion in 1960, but our projections in-
dicated that it may reach $184.4 billion by
1970, an increase of more than 66 percent.

This is the edifice which we have erected,
and this is the life which informs it. The
common agricultural policy occupies an im-
portant place therein,
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And now I should like to raise a question:
Why do we in fact have a common agricul-
tural policy? Is this change from national
agricultural policies to a common European
agricultural policy more or less & move by
the Europeans to insure advantages for
themselves?

I will attempt to answer these points. We
will all agree that there must be sueh a
thing as an agricultural policy, that the
state must endeavor to see that farmers ob-
tain an adequate income. The agricultural
market 1s not such that it could be left to
itself and to that free competition which
renders us such good service elsewhere. As
we all know, agriculture is a special case and
if the farmer is left to his own devises, he
cannot keep up with the rest of the economy.

Each of the six states which founded the
European Economic Community had its in-
dividual policy for agriculture, a policy with
long traditions, a wide range of instruments
for applying its policles. Like all agricul-
tural policles in the world, these policies
fulfilled their purpose more or less satis-
factorily. For the rest they were fundamen-
tally different from each other: the methods
were different, the branches of agricultural
production which they covered were differ-
ent, and the resulting prices were entirely
different.

A common market, a large unifled eco-
nomic area, can, however, function only if
it covers all goods including agricultural
products. It is not possible to exclude agri-
cultural products from a common market
and not to allow them to circulate freely
among the member countries. Nor was
there any intention of excluding them: for
the purpose of the European Economic Com-
munity is after all the merging of the sepa-
rate national economies of the six member
countries. The frontiers for agricultural
products, the customs and levies and also
the quantitative restrictions between the
member states must therefore be dismantled
for farm products as well. But this is pos-
slble only if agriculture operates under
roughly equal conditions in all the member
states. As we know, grain prices in Germany
are very high while French prices are lower.
Free movement for grain and all products
made by processing grain can therefore be
achieved only if there is at least gradual
introduction of one common price. Another
obstacle appears in the subsidies which the
various states pay for this or that agricul-
tural product. Here too, it is only possible
to establish a free exchange of goods if the
same products are subsidized or if the sub-
sidies themselves are abolished.

The inclusion of agriculture, however, is
not only a question of the free exchange of
goods, it is also a question of economic policy.
If a unified European economiec territory is to
be created, with an economic policy which
is a Community responsibility, then agricul-
tural policy cannot remain national. It is
such an essential component of overall eco-
nomic policy that it must be fitted into the
large framework along with the rest. Itsim-
portance can be measured by the fact that
almost 256 percent of the population in the
Community is agricultural. The proportion
in the United States is only half as high.
In the European Economic Community agri-
culture contributes about 11 percent to the
gross product, while in the United States the
figure is only 4 percent. In the European
Economic Community there are 9 million
farms; Iin the United States with ifs vastly
larger territory on the other hand only some-
thing over half that number, some 5 million.
The average size of farm in the Community
is then 4.5 acres, or only one-eighteenth of
the average size in the United States, where
the average farm covers more than 80 acres,
Correspondingly the area cultivated by one
man in the United States is much higher
than in the Community: 130 acres as against
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11 acres. You see therefore that agriculture
has immense importance for the European
Economic Community.

At the same time the situation of agricul-
ture in Europe—and this is evident from the
figures already given—Is greatly in need of
improvement, except perhaps in the Nether-
lands. Things could not go on like that.
The need for reforms, for European agricul-
ture to move into the second half of the 20th
century, is therefore the second reason why
we need a common European agricultural
policy.

Now what are the alms of such a policy?

The first alm of all agricultural policy is
to insure an adequate income for the farm-
ing population. When you reflect that the
quarter of the total population represented
by the farming population of the Euro-
pean Economic Community amounts to 40
million people, you understand the impor-
tance attaching to this. The common agri-
cultural policy bears a responsibility for the
well-being of 40 milllon human beings.
That 18 one side of the question. The other
is that, because of our political responsibil-
ities, we must have the support of these 40
million people to build up the European
Economlc Community. It is impossible for
us to do it without them or even against
them.

The second alm of the Community's agrl-
cultural policy is to increase the productiv-
ity of agriculture. For this purpose it is
necessary to encourage technical progress,
to favor the rationalization of agricultural
output and to arrive at optimum use of the
factors of production, In particular man-
power. This too 1s an immense task in view
of the situation which emerges from the
figures quoted. It is not our purpose to
keep an out-of-date eystem alive. The
common agricultural policy requires rather
that European agriculture shall make a great
effort. Each individual enterprice must face
the question whether it is profitable or not.
We are not certain that every one of these
enterprises can answer “Yes” to this ques-
tion and we wish to help those farmers who
realize this to face the consequences. We
are therefore convinced that agricultural
problems cannot be solved in the framework
of agriculture alone. Rather must the
other sectors of the economy help to facili-
tate the adaptation which agriculture must
undergo. In other words a necessary part
of the common agricultural policy 1s a re-
gional development poliey creating new jobs
in farming areas so that all those who
wish to cease working In agriculture can
earn an adequate Income through other
activities, whether in Industry or in the
service sector.

The third great alm of the common agri-
cultural policy is balance between produc-
tion and consumption. In Europe too we
note—as do most advanced industrial coun-
tries—I will have a few words to say about
this later—that productlon s overtaking
consumption. As we modernize agriculture,
increase its productivity and apply rational
methods of production (and this we must
do if farm incomes are to maintain an ade-
quate level), the problem of latent surpluses
in a whole series of farm products becomes
increasingly urgent. We are already pro-
ducing more dairy produce and more pork
than we can consume. When allowance ls
made for yearly fluctuations, our own pro-
duction of sugar just meets the demand.
Burplus production is both an Internal and
an external problem. An internal problem:
no agricultural policy may be applied which
artifically stimulates production. An ex-
ternal problem: the degree of self-sufficiency
directly determines the amount which can
be imported and the quantity which has to
exported.

The fourth alm of the common agricul-
tural policy concerns the consumer. The
fact that I mention him at the end of my
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list does not mean that less lmportance 1s
attached to his interests than to any others,
even If it is already almost a tradition that
he is mentioned at the end when speaking
of agriculture. But in the last resort it is,
after all, for him that the whole of agricul-
ture exists. Agricultural policy must supply
him with the necessary foodstuffs at reason-
able prices. The level of the cost of living
has a decisive influence on wages policy and
hence on the economy at large. Particularly
for such a highly industrialized area as ours,
where foreign trade accounts for more than
30 percent of the gross product, the interests
of the consumer are at the same time vital
interezts of the community as a whole,

What are the characteri: tics of the common
agricultural policy devised to achieve these
ends? I think that we can find certain fea-
tures which it has in common with American
farm policy. Basically the range of pos-
sibilities open to agricuitural policy is pretty
limited. Either market prices can be allowed
to develop freely and imports made without
restrictions or protectionist measures of any
importance, in which case farm prices will be
very low and direct subsidies will have to be
paid to farmers so that they have an ade-
quate income; this is the system applied In
Great Britain, and it is only practicable when
the agricultural population is not too nu-
merous. Or farm prices must be fixed high
enough for the farmer to earn a living from
them; protection is provided at the frontier
against too heavy and too cheap imports and
the state buys from farmers what they can-
not place on the market. This system is ap-
plied in the United States and under the
common agricultural policy.

As far as Imports from nonmember coun=
tries are concerned, the common agricultural
policy provides for a uniform system which
consists simply of levies or customs duties.
The levies are variable payments which off-
set the differences between prices outside the
Community and the prices which agricul-
ture requires within the Community. The
charges made on imports from all nonmem=-
ber countries are the same. They are there-
fore—and this Is a very important point—
nondiscriminatory. This system replaces all
other restrictlons on imports such as quotas,
compulsory mixing, monopolies, and state
trading formerly existing under the national
policies of the member states. The common
agricultural policy thus pins its faith to a
nondiscriminatory multilateral world trade
system In which the consumer has the last
word on what amounts and qualities shall be
imported and from what country.

As far as the.detalls of our common agri-
cultural policy are concerned, we have not
yet finally agreed on the whole system.
What already exists is the framework, the
Instruments for applylng the policy, in other
words we have decided that there will be a
target price and an intervention price for
grain, that there will be levies between mem-
ber states and at the external frontiers, that
there will be certaln financial measures.
These instruments of policy are, if you per-
mit me the expression, agriculturally neu-
tral, and it is possible to use them in con-
nection with this or that agricultural policy.
The decislon as to what is to be made of
these Instruments will come the moment
we decide on the common grain price, that
is the price which is to obtain for the whole
Community and toward which the still
widely differing national prices must move,
Wa have already begun thinking about this

and our Council of Minlsters
must take the first decisions by April 1,
1963,

These are therefore the motives, the aims,
and the most Important elements of our
common agricultural policy, its internal
European aspect. What 1is the external
aspect, the world situation of agriculture
and agricultural policy, into which this com-
mon policy 1s being fitted? I mean the sit-
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uation as it is, which exists even without
the common agricultural policy and with
which our policy must come to grips. This
brings us to the problems of agricultural
trade.

Here we must begin by distinguishing be-
tween the advanced countries with high
income, on the one hand countries such as
the United States, the Community, Canada,
Australia, not to mention Japan and those
countries on the other hand, which are in
course of development and have a low in-
come—South America, Asia, and Africa.
The relationship between production and
consumption is very different in these two
groups of countries. The advanced coun-
tries produce quantities which almost com-
pletely cover their own requirements; they
even produce surpluses, and so they must
export. On the other hand, demand in the
developing countries, almost without excep-
tion, is enormous. They can, however, im-
port only on a limited scale, for they have
not the foreign exchange with which to pay
for imports. In fact exports to the develop-
ing countries In recent years have hardly
Increased. Against this there has, in the
advanced and industrialized states of late
years, been a certaln demand for particular
products, and this has even led to their being
imported on a larger scale. This applies also
to the Community, which in 19568 imported
from the United States about $265 million
worth of grain and livestock products and in
1861 about $480 milllon worth. It was par-
ticularly grain imports from the United
States which thus increased from $200 mil-
lion in 1958 to about $395 million by 1961.

A new branch of American exports to the
Community is table poultry, which increased
from $2.7 million in 1958 to $36 million in
1961, or more than thirteenfold.

These figures show that in the member
states there was still a demand which was
met by importing products from overseas.
Broadly speaking, however, we must assume
that farm output in the developed coun-
tries—therefore in the Community—Iis grow-
ing at a rate of some 4 percent per annum,
This Is a natural outcome of technical prog-
ress of agriculture having discovered what
chemistry can do for it, and the 4-percent
increase of output is occurring without any
particular stimulus, such as higher prices.
Except for some livestock products consump-
tion is on the whole expanding at the same
rate, so that the margin for imports 1s not
very wide. It is mainly In coarse grain, beef,
high-grade wheat, and wvegetable olls and
fats, that the Community still needs to im-
port in order to meet demand. All concerned
must realize this, and the Community too
will have to bear it in mind when it beglns
to work out its price policy.

The developed countries, therefore, are only
to a limited extent capable of absorbing
a constantly rising agricultural output. But,
as I have shown, the developing countries
cannot take surpluses either. The United
Nations Economic Commission for Europe
(ECE) has calculated that a mere 3-percent
annual increase in the standard of living of
these countries will mean that in the 10 years
from now their Imports will have to mount
from their present level of $10 billion to $35
billion. Only a small part of these imports
can be paid from development aid. It may
b2 poseible to set up special funds to deal
with this matter. As you know, the FAO and
France are strongly in favor of such a policy.
Nevertheless, the developing countries will
always have to pay in foreign exchange for &
considerable part of thelr imports, and this
in turn they must earn by industrial exports.
For these they need markets, ecpeclally in
the developed countries. In other words,
they will only take more agricultural produce
if we help them to find these markets. We
must therefore keep in mind this further
link between our policy for trade In indus-
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trial goods and the problem of our agricul-
tural outlets,

At any rate, we find—and this is the reason
why I have dealt in such detail with the
interdependence of these matters—that the
emergence of surpluses in the developed
countries has nothing to do with the estab-
lishment of the European Economic Commu-
nity or its common agricultural policy. Itis
simply the result of technical progress in
agriculture and the poverty of those coun-
tries which still have a large food deficit.
The relationship between demand and output
would not be any better if there were mno
Economic Community.

With the establishment of the European
Economic Community the matter has, how-
ever, reached a new stage. The change is
twofold: Firet, the principal European con-
sumer countries are for the first time acting
as a unit with a uniform agricultural policy,
which enables them to arrange their rela-
tions with the outslide world in uniform
manner. This was not possible so long as
there were six states, each of which had its
own farm pollcy. Now that agriculturally
they are being merged into one unit, an en-
tirely new—and we feel big—chance is being
opened up.

Secondly, the problem of world agriculture
has entered into a new stage through the
prospect of British membership of the Com-
mon Market. A single market of more than
250 million consumers, which i1s what would
result from such an extension of the Com-
munity, would be the world’s largest im-
porter of agricultural produce. It would take
almost 70 percent of the world's coarse grain
imports, almost 70 percent of all butter im-
ports, nearly 60 percent of all wool imports
and over 50 percent of all meat lmports, to
guote but a few examples. The guestion of
how such a market would regulate its Im-
ports will then be the key problem for world
trade in agricultural produce. Such an ex-
panded Community would, therefore, bear a
great responsibility.

What then are the procedures which, if
these opportunities are grasped, will result
from the merging of the European agricul-
tural policies? First, we can consider deal-
ing with this Issue in the framework of
Atlantic partnership. With the Trade Ex-
pansion Act, President Kennedy has, as you
know, laid the foundation for & partnership
between the European Economic Community
and the United States, and comprehensive
tarifl negotlations are planned which should
lead to a considerable reduction of customs
duties on either side of the Atlantic. The
United States has suggested that in the
course of these negotiations, these two units,
the United States and the European Eco-
nomic Community, should also discuss agri-
cultural matters. Mr. Freeman, your Secre-
tary of Agriculture, has spoken in favor of
such & widening of these talks., The Euro-
pean Economic Community will shortly make
1ts views known.

In the wider context, conslderation must
be given to the possibility of worldwide ar-
rangements for certain items. It seems par-
adcxical that there should be a very highly
developed market organization for the in-
dividual national agricultural markets, while
at the world level there are only a few frag-
mentary beginnings, such as the World
Wheat Agreement. Nor has GATT, which is
really the large-scale multilateral commer-
cial organization of the Western World, been
able in its present form to solve the prob-
lems of agriculture. The GATT rules leave
80 much margin that each government is
virtually free to whatever agricul-
tural policy it likes, and for some countries,
including the United States, there even
exists a formal waiver, so that these rules are
not applicable at all.

Such worldwide agreements, covering the
main agricultural products, would have to
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be concluded between all producer and all
consumer countries. In the negotiations
concerning British membership of the Euro-
pean Economic Community, the Commission
has already made proposals for such world-
wide agreements., We believe that, If Britain
should join the Common Market and the
present preferential cystem between the
commonwealth countries and the United
Kingdom disappear, the epecial problems
that would face the commonwealth coun-
tries could be solved through these agree-
ments; they should, however, bring In the
other nonmember countries and thus estab-
lish a worldwide multilateral treding sys-
tem for the products concerned.

We therefore belleve that here, too, the
European Economic Community can make a
major contribution to the future economlic
system of the free world. In this way we
shail convince those who doubt whether the
free world can overcome the problems fac-
ing it, and prove to those who hope it will
come to grief, that Europe and the United
States, that free democratic convictions, are
not merely a thing of yesterday but will still
be there tomorrow and the day after. For
the inner meaning and most convincing jus-
tification of our European union will stem
from the realization that a system based on
freedom not only is better, but also works
better. This is the contribution we are
meaking to the strength of the free world and
to peace.

THE SITUATION IN THE SOUTH
PACIFIC

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Presideni, several
times in the past I have addressed my-
self to what I consider to be a most
alarming situation in the South Pacific
area. That situation is the increased
warlike activity on the part of President
Sukarno, of Indonesia, and his arming of
the Indonesian armed forces with the
help of the Soviet Union. It is reported
that the Indonesian armed forces now
have within their inventory supersonic
jet fighters and long-range Russian sub-
marines. I recall vividly that last year
600 Indonesian naval officers and men
were given Soviet training to take over
Russian-built naval vessels as a part of
the then Russian $280 million aid pro-
gram to Indonesia. This was at the
same time that a mob of students in In-
donesia had stormed the U.S. Embassy
in protest against Dutch use of American
airfields in transporting Dutch troops to
New Guinea. The Jnited Press Interna-
tional reported that the mob, approxi-
mately 100 strong, had hung on the Em-
bassy fence a sign reading, “America
must be rubbed out.” The UPI at the
time reported that Government officials
in Indonesia had imposed limited cen-
sorship on local newspapers forbidding
them to mention the number of demon-
strators or the amount of damage caused.
The order when issued also prevented
publication of photographs of the riot
or the official American Embassy state-
ment referring to the inecident.

This buildup in Indonesia is all the
more disturbing in that it is possible to
read a repetition of the Cuba story in
the making. There is no question in my
mind that a country such as Indonesia
with its strategic location in the Pacific
could cause a great deal of difficulty to
our military forces in case of an out-
break of hostilities or, for that matter,
even a stepping up of the cold war in
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the Pacific. The Soviet must be cog-
nizant of these facts in that it is now the
chief supplier for Indonesia’s armed
forces to the amount of $400 million
credit for arms purchases. A year ago
President Sukarno said that the arms
buildup was necessary in order to pre-
pare for any conflict with the Dutch over
the West New Guinea area. Of course,
we all know that under the New
Frontier-type of international philos-
ophy that the Netherlands New Guinea
area that had been under the jurisdic-
tion of the Netherlands was, in effect,
ceded to Indonesia through the vehicle
of the United Nations. But the buildup
still continues, and indications are that
Sukarno has stimulated guerrilla-type
activity in British-held Borneo in order
to undermine the formation of the new
nation of Malaysia. Yet with the lesson
of Cuba still vividly before our eyes,
there is no indication that the United
States through its delegation to the
United Nations has asked the UN. to
look into the situation before it is too
late. What would be the next move of
Sukarno? Toward the Philippines on
toward East New Guinea, presently under
Australian jurisdiction? Will we be
faced with a fait accompli in the South
Pacific without raising our hands? With
American lives being lost in Vietnam,
with the situation in Laos slowly but
surely deteriorating as a result of the
coalition agreement, with new overtures
on the part of EKhrushchev to the
Chinese, it would be well, Mr. President,
for this administration to take some posi-
tive steps throughout the world to in-
sure that the future security of our
country is not further jeopardized by
continuing a policy of “too little and too
late.”

A most interesting news article ap-
peared in the February 20, 1963, issue
of the Wall Street Journal titled “In-
donesia Builds Forces With Soviet Arms
Aid, Menaces Its Neighbors.” I ask
unanimous consent, Mr. President, that
this article be included at this point in
my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

InpoNESIA BuiLps ForceEs WireH Sovier ARMS
Am, MenNAaceEs ITs NEIGHBORS—SUKARNO
THREATENS NEw NaTion oF MaLaysia; Rus-
SIA SENDS JETS, SUBMARINES, ARTILLERY—
RePrESSION, Economic WoOES

(By Igor Oganesoff)

Toxyo.—The island Republic of Indonesia
shows signs of becoming the Cuba of Asia,

No Soviet offensive missile sites—so far
as 1s known—have been bulilt on Indonesian
soil. But the Soviet Union has been ship-
pmg massive qu:mtlt.las of other armaments
to the equatorial land. The Russian ald,
ranging from jet fighters to submarines and
cruisers, has transformed the Indonesian
ermecd forces into the most potent military
organization in southeast Asia, except for
the patroling U.S. Tth Fleet.

Flexing his military muscle, Marxist-in-
clined President Sukarno now is putting
new pressure on neighboring larnds. Be-
sldes serving his expansionist alms, Mr.
Sukarno's foreign ventures help divert pub-
lic attention at home from economic stagna-
tion and the repression of political freedom
in the world's fifth most populous country—
95 million.
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UNDERMINING A NEW NATION

At the moment, the vigorous Indonesian
nationalist, perhaps nudged by Moscow and
Peiping, 1s trying to derall the formation
of a new country to be known as Malaysia.
The plan for the creation of this nation was
worked out last year by officlals of Britain
and those of Malaya and Singapore, both
self-governing members of the British Com-
monwealth. Malaysia 1s to be formed by
merging prosperous Malaya, the overcrowded
free port of Singapore and the three British
colonies of North Borneo, Sarawak, and ofl-
rich Brunel into an anti-Communist fed-
eration. The union, which will bring to-
gether 10 million people, is supposed to take
place this August.

The three British colonies lie on the north-
west coast of Borneo. The rest of the island
is under Indonesia rule, leaving the British
possessions highly wulnerable to Mr,
Sukarno’s maneuvering.

Indonesian officlals increasingly are warn-
ing their nation about the threat of
Malaysia. Yesterday President Sukarno
told some army veterans that Indonesia is
“encircled by enemies.” The country's
armed forces chief, Gen. Abdul Haris Nasu-
tion, has said that “to the north of us neo-
colonialism is moving toward what has been
described as an encirclement of Indonesia.”

There'’s speculation that Indonesia helped
stir up the recent abortive revolt by Brunel
nationalists against the British authorities.
Moreover, the official Indonesian news
agency has confirmed reports that Indonesla
has placed two divisions of crack volunteer
troops along the border of North Borneo.
Last week Indonesian Forelgn Minister
Bubandrio promised his country would as-
sist rebels in British Borneo, and Maj. Gen.
Achmad Jani, Indonesian Army Chief of
SBtaff, has publicly given the insurgents
similar assurances.

An Indonesian newspaper which echoes
officlal policies has suggested that Indone-
slan troops might enter the fight of Borneo
rebels against British rule in the same way
Red Chinese volunteers entered the Korean
war. Another alarming development was a
recent incursion into Malayan waters by an
Indonesian navy gunboat; it set fire to a
rubber-laden barge beached on the Malayan
coast.

BRITISH BUILD UP FORCES

Britain now has sent heavy reinforcements
to the Borneo area, while Malaya ordered a
military bulldup last week following Mr,
Bubandrio’s promise of aid for the anti-Brit-
ish forces.

The fear in Asla is that President Sukarno
may support the embryonic rebel move-
ments in the British colonies on Borneo with
the aim of transforming them into weak,
independent states responsive to pressure
from Jakarta. It's also feared that Indo-
nesian expansionism might threaten Aus-
trallan-held East New Guinea and
Portuguese Timor. These territories are on
islands partly ruled by Indonesla.

“There’s no telling where it will all lead,”
says an Aslan diplomat here. “President
Sukarno is very ambitious.”

Two recent episodes demonstrate the In-
donesian leader’s contempt for world opin-
ion, for democratic practices and even for
the sensibilities of his neighbors.

One was Indonesia’s campaign to win sov-
ereignty over West New Guinea, the only
part of the Netherlands East Indies not re-
leased when Indonesia was formed out of
the former Dutch territories after World War
II. President Sukarno steadfastly rejected
the idea of self-determination for the back-
ward Papuan inhabitants, as well as the
concept of a United Nations trusteeship,
which had considerable backing abroad.

‘While negotiations with the Netherlands
over West New Guinea were in progress last
year, Mr. Sukarno declded to apply millr.a.ry
pressure. As Western experts debated the
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relative strengths of an Indonesian invasion
fleet and Dutch defenses in New Guinea, Mr.
Bukarno began dropping in guerrilla troops
by parachute. He decided that an invasion
was both unnecessary and perilous, though
he continued to threaten the use of all-out
force.

The result of these tactics is that West New
Guinea officially will pass under Indonesian
rule in May. Jakarta officials actually have
been in control since a Dutch-Indonesian ac-~
cord was reached last summer. The agree-
ment called for a plebiscite in 1969 to decide
the island’'s ultimate political future. But
some months ago President Sukarno made it
clear he will not allow such a vote to upset
his control, and no other nation has seriously
questioned his position yet.

Less significant, but also a clue to Indo-
nesia’s current temper, was the Asian games
affair last summer. Officlally recognized by
the International Amateur Athletic Assocla-
tion, this regular event normally includes
Nationalist China and Israel as contenders.
But President Sukarno's close ties with Red
China resulted in his regime’s refusal to ad-
mit Nationalist Chinese athletes to Indonesia
when the games were held there last year.
Israel was barred because Mr. Sukarno is
wooing the Moslem Arabs.

When a prominent Indian athletic officlal
openly protested this intrusion of politics
into sports, the Indian embassy in Djakarta
was sacked by a mob of rioters led by soldiers
and government sound trucks. Japanese
sports circles started vigorous protests, which
subsided after Presldent Sukarno broadly
hinted he might choke off Japan's $100 mil-
lion annual exports to Indonesia.

All these developments took place against
a background of tightening Government con-
trol over Indonesia’s citizens. Over the past
2 years, Mr. Bukarno has outlawed political
parties, though the 2-million-member Com-
munist Party of Indonesia retalns its organi-
zation. Indonesia’s press operates under
stringent Government controls.

An array of economic regulations, coupled
with President Sukarno's deep-seated sus-
picion of private business, has helped stifle
economic activity. This sluggishness in the
nation’s economy, whose mainstays are oil,
rubber, and copra, has resulted in repeated
devaluation of the Indoneslan ruplah, both
officially and on the black market.

ARMS FROM THE UNITED STATES

About the only real progress of late in
Indonesia is military. Indonesia has bought
quantities of small arms and other equip-
ment from the United States, much of it
from private arms exporters, and Washing-
ton has brought Indonesian officers to the
United States for advanced training.
“Equipping and training the military to im-
prove its abllity to maintain internal order”
is the American Government's stated reason
for helping President Sukarno. It's believed,
however, that the real explanation for
Washington'’s ald is the feeling that it may
strengthen the Indonesian Army as a coun-
terbalance to the local Communists.

But Russla now is the chief supplier for
Indonesia’s arsenal. Early in 1961 President
BSukarno accepted a Soviet offer of a $400
million credit for arms purchases. At the
time, the Indonesians argued that the Soviet-
assisted buildup was essential for their
confrontation with the Netherlands over
West New Guinea. But the settlement of
this dispute did not diminish the arms flow;
on the contrary, the latest reports indicate
that it has increased in the last half year.

Indonesia’s air force is its most potent
military arm. It is equipped with a variety
of Mig fighters—some 90 Mig-156's and Mig—
17's, plus about a dozen supersonic Mig-
19’s and about the same number of longs
range twin-jet Mig-21's. The air force has
about 30 Soviet bombers, some with a range
of up to 4,500 miles. Under the air force,
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too, is a battery of Russian ground-to-air
guided missiles, manned by Indonesians.

The Indonesian Navy is sald to have 250
ships. These include two Soviet cruisers
and some 20 long-range Russian submarines.
Bome reports suggest that two Russian
frigates handed over to Indonesia are armed
with ship-to-ship misslles. Enocugh Russlan
helicopters to form an antisubmarine
squadron are on the way.

The ground forces boast 250,000 men who
comprise a fighting force of 130 battallons,
They are skilled in guerrilla and paratroop
operations. Soviet aid has had least impact
on the army though Moscow has shipped
some automatic weapons and a battery of
105-millimeter howitzers.

AMENDMENT OF STANDING RULES
OF THE SENATE RELATING TO
STANDING COMMITTEES

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate a resolution
coming over from the previous day, which
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LecrstATIVE CLERK. A resolution
(S. Res. 90) amending rule XXV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate relating to
standing committees.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 90) amending rule
XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate
relating to standing committees.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is Senate Resolution 90.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask that certain modifications be incor-
porated in Senate Resolution 90, which
is now before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the modifications.

The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. On page 186,
line 14, after the word “Office”, to strike
out “Building” and insert “Bu]ldl:ngs

On page 16, line 20, after the word
“Office”, to strike out “Building” and in-
sert “Buildings”.

On page 17, line 24, after the word
“standing”, to strike “committees”, and
insert “committees, as well as any Sena-
tor who is appointed temporarily to fill
any vacancy arising out of this proviso:”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has the right to modify the res-
olution. The resolution is so modified.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
with the concurrence of the Senate I
should like to suggest the absence of a
quorum, and at the same time reserve
my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded fo call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, we
began a rules debate on the 15th of
January. We ended it on the 7th of
February. Extended speeches were
made; charges and countercharges flew
thick and fast; but at the end of many
hours of debate and several votes, the
rules remained the same.
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During the rules debate, committee
vacancies were not filled. The nine new
Democrats in the Senate, and the three
new Republicans were not given com-
mittee assignments and have still not
been given their assignments. Along
with the rest of us, these new Senators
were sent here by constituencies who ex-
pected them to begin the performance
of their duties at once, with all the ap~
purtenances and powers of their high
office.

Because they have not been assigned
to committees, and because the attention
of the Senate has been on the rules fight,
the older Members quite properly have
not been authorized to conduct legisla-
tive business during the sessions of the
Senate. Under the Constitution we are
all equal here—one Senator, one voice,
one vote—and a new Member's vote,
voice, and participation in committee
or on the floor are no less important than
8 Ccarryover's.

It is all very well for Senators to
immerse themselves in the problems of
household management—for that is all
that the rules fight, in the last analysis,
adds up to. But I think it is about time
someone reminded the Senate of its
higher responsibilities under the U.S.
Constitution. Article I, section 8, of the
Constitution empowers Congress to act
in a number of areas: to lay and collect
taxes, to regulate commerce, to raise
and support armies, to provide for the
common defense and general welfare of
the United States.

It has always been my understanding
that these grants of power, and those
contained in subsequent amendments to
the Constitution, created obligations and
responsibilities on the part of Congress.
They are not merely permissive; they are
positive obligations and responsibilities.

The States do not single out men and
women to come to the Senate solely as
a reward for past services rendered, or
merely as a measure of respect; the
people of the United States do not pay
taxes to support a debating society that
meets only to pursue arguments about
its own composition and rules.

The powers granted by article I of the
Constitution are to be exercised. The
Members of Congress are to exercise
them. The legislative branch of Gov-
ernment is meant to originate and act
upon measures that respond to the coun-
try’s needs. In my opinion it is time
that the Senate of the 88th Congress be-
gan to carry out these constitutional
responsibilities.

Senators who are concerned about
modernizing the Senate in order that
it may meet the demands of the 1960's—
and I am one of those Senators—and
those who would give to the rules a
sacrosanctity which borders on idolatry,
must recognize that in 6 weeks we have
not taken one major legislative step to-
ward meeting our higher constitutional
responsibilities, either in committee or
on the floor.

If we are to do what we have been sent
to Washington to do; if we are to fulfill
our responsibilities under the Constitu-
tion; if we are to operate the legislative
branch in a way that will do honor to the
institution itself and preserve its vitality
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we must get to work at once and, particu-
larly, in committee. The President has
asked us to act very promptly to reduce
taxes, in order that a sluggish economy
may be invigorated and the burdens of
financing the Government may be more
equitably and sensibly distributed. He
has asked us to enact a major education
program for secondary schools and col-
leges in order that our young people may
have equal educational opportunity and
the Nation may profit from the full
training of talented young people. He
has asked for Federal assistance in meet-
ing mental illness and retardation, which
in terms of its toll in human suffering
and national loss and cost is now our
number one health problem. He has
called for a mass transit program for
our cities and towns in order that we
may not strangle ourselves in the coils
of the vast urbanization and suburbani-
zation into which our industrial progress
is driving us. He has sent us & large-
scale program for helping our youth find
useful lives, in order that the transition
from generation to generation may con-
tinue without the alienation of large seg-
ments of the people from the main house
of the Nation. He has urged us to con-
sider the medicare question again in
order that in our care for the aged sick
we may at least begin to approach the
consideration and concern which is
shown in Canada and in the nations of
Western Europe and in most advanced
nations throughout the world with far
less affiuence than ours.

These are major national issues, Mr.
President. On their outcome hinges not
only our national well-being, but also
much of our capacity to safeguard the
peace of the people of the United States
in a dangerous world. The issues can-
not be met by flat, or by messages from
the White House, no matter how con-
vincing and eloquent. They cannot be
resolved at the whim of the majority
leader of the Senate or the Speaker of
the House. Under our system they can
become law only through the action of
Congress. That takes work and nego-
tiation and accommodation and more
work. It takes work in the first instance
in committee, by chairmen and members
of committees. It takes the willingness
of the Members of Congress to do what
they are elected to do in committee and
on the floor, despite pressures to be else-
where or to put off the hard decisions.

As a Senator from Montana and as
majority leader, my functions and inter-
ests are primarily and preponderantly in
the Senate. I am a Senateman. ButI
hope that I have not grown mossbacked
in that role. I hope that I have not lost
sight of the national forest for the
Senate trees. I hope that I have a de-
gree of appreciation of the responsibili-
ties which rest with the President—any
President. I hope and would expect
that all Senators share that apprecia-
tion. Beyond that, it seems to me that
the Senate and Congress owe to the
Nation a responsibility to give earnest
consideration to proposals which the
President advances. Of course, we may
vote his major proposals up or down or
modify them. We have the responsibil-
ity for independent judgment in these
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matters. But it is a discourtesy, to say
the least, and a dereliction of responsi-
bility, at worst, to fail to give the Presi-
dent’s proposals full and fair considera-
tion. And to fall back on the rules to
justify such a course is to evade the
higher constitutional responsibility of
this body. Furthermore, when the
President has singled out measures in
his program which are of special urgency
and of key importance, then common
sense, if nothing else, dictates that these
measures should be given urgent and
careful treatment through the processes
of the Senate and Congress. Again, I
say it does not follow that we must ap-
prove or disapprove any measure, but it
most certainly follows that we should
consider measures seriously, and each
House as a whole should act one way or
another.

The responsibility to provide the Presi-
dent with a modicum of courtesy and
cooperation in matters of national im-
portance rests on all Senators, but it
rests most heavily on the members of his
own party—the Democrats in this body—
whether they are from the North, South,
East, or West.

I accept my full share of responsibility,
Mr. President, for permitting this first
6 weeks to pass without a mark being
made on the statute or rules books. It
is time to put aside the Senate wrangling
and get on with the national business.
If the Senate desires to perform its con-
stitutional responsibilities, the way is
open to it. It is the way of hard work
in mutual cooperation and with individ-
ual restraint. We should take it, and I
would hope we would take it now.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., I commend the
majority leader for the statement he has
made. Whether we agree with the pro-
posals which are presented to us by the
Chief Executive, whether we agree with
the reports which come from commitees,
certainly it is our function to act. It
should be possible for us to act promptly,
but we are now being delayed because
our committees have not yet been
approved.

I should like to say this in addition to
what the majority leader has said: Un-
der our Constitution, Congress is one of
the three branches of Government, the
legislative, the executive, and the judi-
cial. Congress has the responsibility
of fulfilling the legislative duty. There
is much eriticism today that Congress is
vielding its power to the executive, or
that the judiciary is taking away some
of the power of the legislative branch.
We must live up to our responsibilities
under the Constitution. To do that, we
must legislate. To legislate, we must
have our committees working and re-
porting bills to the floor for debate.

I agree with the majority leader. As
I have told him a number of times in the
last 50 days, I believe the Senate should
get down to work., I will do anything I
can to help bring that about. I appre-
ciate the majority leader’s statement.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts.
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Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I congratulate the ma-
jority leader upon the statement he has
just made. It is fully in keeping with
the character of the Senator from Mon-
tana. I also wish to congratulate the
Democrat Party and the country upon
having a majority leader of his caliber,
because he puts the needs of the country
first.

The majority leader has been trying
for weeks to get the Senate on the way
to accomplishing what it is supposed to
do under our Constitution and our form
of government. So far he has been
blocked from accomplishing much of
anything,

I have no sympathy whatsoever with
any Member of this body who says, “If
I cannot get things done just as I want
them, I will render the Senate impotent,
and will block its doing anything con-
structive for the country.” I do not
think that is a good attitude for any
Member of this body to take, if Senators
believe at all in the democratic form of
government—and I believe all of them
do.

The majority leader must have the sup-
port of the Members of the Senate, not
only because we should support him, but
also because the needs of the country,
and particularly the needs of the legis-
lative branch of the Government, de-
mand that we do so.

The President has made many requests
of the Congress. Some of them will not
be granted—I hope. But I do not in-
tend to stand in the way; I do not intend
to attempt to prevent the Congress from
voting on the requests the President has
made, even though I intend to vote
against some of them.

If this situation continues as it has
for the last 6 weeks, we are bound to see
a deterioration in the legislative branch
of the Government, and also in our form
of government itself. The country is dis-
gusted with us; and I hope the people put
the responsibility for our inaction—and
for even worse than inaction—where it
properly belongs.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Vermont. I as-
sure him that I appreciate deeply his
words.

Before I yield to the Senator from New
York, I should like to say, once again,
as I have previously said on a number of
occasions, that what we have done has
been, in effect—and considering the re-
sults achieved—to waste 6 weeks of the
time of the Senate, 6 weeks of the time
of the people. It is not a case of any
individual Senator’s being gagged. As a
matter of fact, it is a case in which the
Senate as a whole has been gagged.

I yield now to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I am sure
the Senator from Montana will indulge
me if I express a somewhat different
view.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would anticipate
one.
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Mr. JAVITS. After listening to the
statements which have been made, I feel
that I must rise and make a comment,
because I am one of those who partici-
pated actively in the fight to change rule
XXII. Itis one of the struggles—among
all those in which I have participated
during my service in the Senate; and I
have participated before in this fight—of
which I am most proud; and I only hope
I live to see the day when the Senate
recognizes what is occurring in the world,
and does change this rule.

It has been stated that the country is
disgusted with us because we have not
gotten to our work and passed proposed
legislation. I should like to point out
that, almost without exception, every bill
to which the Senator has referred repre-
sents debris scattered over the floor of
this Chamber, either because the Senate
has done nothing at all with the bill or
because of the fact that, after the Senate
has passed the bill, the other House has
refused to pass it. That goes for the bill
for higher education.

Mr. MANSFIELD, By the way, that
g:)]]d was passed overwhelmingly by this

.

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct. I am
only referring now to the measures to
which the Senator adverted a moment

ago.

As I said, that goes for the bill for
higher education. As to debris in the
last Congress it goes for the mass trans-
portation bill, the youth employment and
Civilian Conservation Corps measures,
and the medicare bill, which was de-
feated in this Chamber—partially, I
think, because the Finance Committee
did not hold hearings on it; that was one
of the arguments which was referred to
in the debate on the bill.

I also noted with great interest—and I
am perfectly willing to face the Senator
from Georgia or any other Senator on
this score—that the majority leader did
not even mention civil-rights legislation.
Yet today I have on my desk one of the
most horrible reports on injustice in this
country—a report from the Advisory
Committee appointed by the U.S. Civil
Rights Commission in Mississippi; and
I will bring it to the floor and discuss it
in great detail and put it into the Recorp.
It shows that American citizens are being
outraged and denied elemental justice—
including denial of the right to vote—in
one of the sovereign States. I think that
situation is very important.

In short, I think one of the reasons
why the country may very well be ques-
tioning whether we are doing our busi-
ness is that our hands are tied by the
rules of the Senate, which on occasion
completely frustrate our efforts.

It seems to me that we have spent a
decent amount of time in the effort to
do something about these procedures,
which in many cases have prevented us
from dealing effectively with the very
legislation to which the distinguished
majority leader has referred.

I think every Senator who has partici-
pated in that fight is just as patriotic,
just as anxious to get on with the public
business, just as devoted to getting things
in the country done, as every Senator
who has agreed today with the majority
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leader’'s statement that we have wasted
6 weeks of time,

I do not think we have wasted a min-
ute, and I do not think we are wasting
a minute now. I think this rules fight
is critically important to the Nation and
to the capability of the Senate to con-
duct its business. I believe it would be
demeaning to those of us who partici-
pated with deep devotion in that fight to
sit by and, without comment by us, let
such statements be made and let them
ride. I have not expended my efforts and
my time on a struggle which I thik
was a waste of the time of the Senate;
and I cannot remain silent when such
statements are made.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President——

Mr. JAVITS. May I finish?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Very well.

Mr. JAVITS. I understand the feeling
of the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to say that I most emphati-
cally disagree with the Senator from
New York. I think that to a degree we
have demeaned ourselves. I think we
have wasted the time of the people and
the time of the country; and I think it
is about time that we get down to busi-

ness.

Mr. JAVITS. I would point out that
54 of the 100 Senators tried to get down
to business by closing the debate on the
rule XXII change; but the very rule pre-
vented the will of the majority of the
Senate from prevailing. The majority
felt it was ready to vote on a change in
the rule, but was prevented from voting
by the minority, under this very rule.
That was a constitutional majority, not
just a majority of the Senators present
and voting.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, let
me differ again with the Senator from
New York. Under the rules of the Sen-
ate, that vote was taken. It is true that
a constitutional majority voted for the
imposition of cloture. But we were op-
erating under the rules of the Senate;
and on two occasions it was stated clear-
1y by the majority leader that if 60 “yea”
votes on cloture were not achieved, a mo-
tion to adjourn would be made. On the
day previous to the day when the final
vote was taken, the Senator from New
York recognized that fact; and I can
quote word for word his statement in
which he agreed with what the majority
leader had said about the course of ac-
tion to be followed.

However, I would not go back to that
now; that situation has now passed, al-
though no doubt it will come up again.

The point now is that there are 12 new
Senators who must be assigned to com-
mittees. Thus far in the session, no
legislative business has been undertaken
by any of the committees. We are
spending our time on the floor—doing
what? Wasting our time. That is what
we are doing. But we cannot get down
to the business for which this body was
created—the business of the Nation.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yleld again to
me?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I did not intend fo re-
hash the constitutional point or the im-
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broglios which surrounded it, and I do
not think that by anything I said I did
rehash it. I only said 54 Senators voted
to close the debate. That fact is irrefu-
table. They were prevented from closing
it by the votes of the other Senators.
Those 54 Senators thought the rule fight
was worth while. They were ready to
vote, and they wanted to get on with the
business of the country.

I am inclined to agree with the ma-
jority leader that the time has come
now—now or Monday or Tuesday, with-
in the proximate present—to end the
rule struggle and to do what we can un-
der the rules.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Monday or Tues-
day? Another week wasted?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I do not
control a single one of these things. I
am not the Senator who is moving this
particular thing in any way.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But the Senator
from New York did say “Monday or
Tuesday.”

Mr. JAVITS. I say I have no idea
when this will be concluded. I am only
giving my idea of the time elements
involved.

I feel now that currently—let us not
indicate any particular days—we have
consummated the action to be taken in
struggling about the rule. But I wish
to state clearly that I do not think this
has been a waste of time. It has been
unsuececessful; but it has not been a waste
of time, because I feel that eventually the
rule will be changed—and this is the im-
portant and vital point, in my view—be-
cause of the fights which have been made
at this session and at other sessions.

I point out that I cannot fail to reply
to the statement that we have wasted 6
weeks' time. The Senator from Mon-
tana disagrees thoroughly with me.
That is all right; but I cannot let his
words go out to the country without ex-
pressing the contrary point of view—a
point of view held by those, including
myself, who feel just as sincerely and
just as deeply as does the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Senator always has a way of expressing
his point of view and a way of getting
it across. The Senator always makes
known to his fellow Senators where he
stands on issues. I honor him for it.

Mr, RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I1yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. For some reason the
Senator from New York has brought me
into the discussion. I just walked into
the Chamber, having come from a meet-
ing of the Armed Services Committee.
I am somewhat handicapped in partici-
pating in the debate because I am not
familiar with the subject and all that
has gone before. The Senator from New
York [Mr. Javits] looked at me when
he made reference to some measure in
which he was interested. He further
said that 54 Senators had voted to close
debate, indicating that number were pre-
pared to vote to change the Senate rule
on cloture. I challenge that statement.
I know of one Senator who voted for clo-
ture—and I think there were four others
who were prepared to vote against a
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change in the rules—but who voted to
invoke cloture in order to end the educa-
tional campaign on which we had
worked so assiduously.

I also noted the statement of the Sen-
ator from New York about some shame-
ful condition in some States that had
denied American citizens the right to
vote. I should like to ask the Senator
from New York whether the State of
New York has changed the law which
debars hundreds of thousands of Puerto
Ricans who are citizens of the United
States from the right to vote in that
State.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. Every Puerto Rican in
New York can vote if he qualifies in the
reading and writing of the English lan-
guage. To finish my statement, I have
actually joined in submitting testimony
on the literacy test bill which was be-
fore the Senate during the last session.
That bill would have opened the door
to Puerto Ricans in New York who could
not qualify in the English language. If
they qualify, they can vote now. I was
an ardent advocate of that bill, and, as I
recall, the Senator from Georgia was
one of its ardent opponents, and, with
all respect, I think he was one of the
architects who brought about its defeat
or frustration here.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, of
course, there is a difference in philoso-
phy between the Senator from New York
and the Senator from Georgia. I be-
lieve voting qualifications is a question
which should be controlled in the sev-
eral States. It is very easy to dwell on
an alleged blot on the escutcheon of some
other State when there is one much
larger and blacker blot on the shield
of the State of the Senator.

I point out that once a Senator from
my State resigned from the U.S. Senate
and returned to the State of Georgia
in order to become a candidate for the
general assembly, as we call our legisla-
ture, so that he might change a condition
which he thought was a reflection on his
State.

So action in the Senate is not neces-
sary. The Senator from New York has
shown to all the world—beyond perad-
venture and to the great distress, as I
understand, to the Governor of New
York—that he is the greatest votegetter
who has lived in the State of New York
for a long time. I would have thought
that he might in some way have con-
tributed to removing that blot from the
escutcheon of the great Commonwealth
of New York before pointing to other
States.

While my own State is condemned
roundly by the Senator from New York
and others for our voting laws, in my
opinion we apply them as justly and
fairly as the laws are applied in New
York or anywhere else. I would gladly
match the honesty with which votes are
counted in Georgia with the counting
in New York and a number of other
States whose Senators are at times
highly critical of the State of Georgia.
‘We have our restrictions on voting. The
State of New York has certain restric-
tions. I do not complain of them. Even
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if I disapproved of them I would de-
fend to the last the right of the State
of New York to have any restriction
that is not specifically prohibited by
some provision of the U.S. Constitution.
And it would have to be rather drastie,
in my opinion, to violate the express
power confirmed to the States to define
the qualifications of voters.

It is easy fto make statements and
charges about people away from one's
own home. Of course, there is nothing
new about that. In Holy Writ we find
mention of a man who pointed out the
mote in the eye of his adversary while
disregarding the beam in his own eye.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield so that I
may reply to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. In the first place, the
State of Georgia was not the State to
which I referred. It was the State of
Mississippi.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator men-
tioned my State and looked at me as
he did so.

Mr. JAVITS. Let me say to the Sen-
ator——

Mr. RUSSELL, I assumed that the
Senator was perhaps referring to my
State. I will be glad to lay my State
and the law-abiding character of the
people of Georgia on the line for com-
parison with New York and more par-
ticularly New York City, by any fair
jury that is brought from any other sec-
tion of the country. I would be willing
to eliminate from the jury anyone who
lives below the Mason and Dixon line.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator will not
cause me to digress into the subject of
Georgia at the moment. I shall not. I
was only explaining to the Senator that
the State I was talking about was the
State of Mississippi. I have in my hands
a report by a group of Mississippi citi-
zens appointed as an advisory committee
in that State by the U.S. Civil Rights
Commission. I shall produce that re-
port on the floor of the Senate. I do
not hope to be able to convince the Sen-
ator from Georgia, but I think I can
convince the country.

I did not mention the Senator from
Georgia in a disrespectful manner. I
would never do so.

Mr. RUSSELL. I had just entered the
Chamber, having come from a meeting
of the Committee on Armed Services,
and I did not know why the Senator
from New York had singled me out in
connection with his statement.

Mr. JAVITS. The point was made in
the process of discussion. The Senator
from Georgia does not place too great a
store by the need for civil rights legisla-
tion, and I do. I tried to underline the
fact that I did.

Mr. RUSSELL. Ibelieve the basic dif-
ference is that I believe the States have
some prerogatives of Government.
Others believe in having every problem
solved by the Great White Father in
Washington, and bringing all problems
to the banks of the Potomac for solution
by a centralized and all powerful Federal
Government. I believe that philosophy
i'é_s eks.poused by the Senator from New

or]
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Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from New
York takes exception to that statement.
The Senator from New York has fought
for the right of States to conduct their
own affairs; and I believe we are doing
g pretty good job of it in New York.

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall be most happy
to sit here and listen to the Senator from
New York discourse on the rights of
States.

Mr. JAVITS. I have done so.

Mr. RUSSELL. I have never heard
such a speech by the Senator.

Mr. JAVITS. I hope the Senator will
vote sufficient appropriations to help us
do so in connection with Federal laws,
too.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
should like to yield the floor. Before I
do so, I should like to call to the atten-
tion of the Senate the fact that collec-
tively it is master in its own House. I
should like to say especially to my Demo-
cratic colleagues that we have a nu-
merical majority in this body. We have
a President of our party in the White
House. In our own best interests, and
in the best interests of the country, it
would be well for us to try to get a little
closer together, rather than to try to
push one another farther apart.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Dela-
‘ware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. First, I
wish to compliment the Senator from
Montana, the majority leader, who in my
opinion has been performing an ex-
cellent service in trying to get the Sen-
ate organized and moving forward.

Mr.

PERSONAL STATEMENT BY
SENATOR MORSE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I may make a point
of personal privilege, with the under-
standing that the interruption will not
cause the Senator from Delaware to lose
his right to the floor?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
with that understanding.

Mr. MORSE. I have notified the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. LauvscrE] that I
intended to speak on this subject.

Yesterday in my absence from the
Chamber the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LavscHE] made the following remarks:

Mr. Herter appeared before the committee
a few days before the longshoremen strike
came to an end under the supposed agree
ment. It was for that reason that I aaked
him that guestion. I rise today to express
my disapproval of the procedure followed
and the results produced by the committee
that was appointed supposedly to be a medi-
ation board.

I have implicit confidence in the integrity
and veracity of the senior Senator from Ore-
gon. However, he has predispositions and
he has ideologies, and in my opinion the pre-
disposition which he had, in spite of his
truthfulness, made it impossible for him
to be what one might call an impartial
arbitrator.

The recommended Increase in the wages
for the second year was 39 cents, plus. The
average for the 2 years was 8.8 percent.

The President of the United States in his
message a few years ago made the statement
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that we should give, rather than take; that
when wage increases are granted, they should
have correspondence to increased produc-
tivity. The figure mentioned was 4 percent.

What bothers me is that if the average
increase in the longshoremen agreement is
8.8 percent, will that become the guideline
in demands made by the workers in the ship-
yards, on the docks of the inland lakes, and
on the ships sailing under the U.S. flag on
the high seas?

Later the Senator from Ohio said—
and it is pertinent to my raising a point
of personal privilege:

Frankly, I believe that the pattern which
was set in the settlement of the longshore-
men's strike will create difficulties. Feather-
bedding continues. One of the principal is-
sues in the dispute was featherbedding.
Nothing was done about it, except that a
committee iz to study the subject. The
power of the Longshoremen's Union to para-
lyze the economy of the country continues.
I do not recall for how many days, but the
Longshoremen’s Union had every ship flying
the U.S. flag tled up in the ports of the
Atlantic coast and the gulf coast. I suppose
that if they had so desired, they could have
paralyzed shipping on the Pacific coast. Ohio
is In the Interior. The manufacturers of
Ohio began to feel the pinch.

If there is to be arbitration, let us pass
a law which will authorize arbitration. If
there is to be arbitration, let the law be so
written that there will be at least a sem-
blance of Insurance that those who are
chosen to arbitrate shall have the objective
ability of dolng =o. I now declare that I
contemplate introducing a bill to require
the arbitration of disputes between long-
shoremen and shipowners, the arbitrators
to be chosen from among retired Justices of
the Supreme Court of the United States and
retired judges of U.S. courts of appeals and
district courts.

Mr. President, I wish to reply to the
Senator from Ohio. I do not have to be
hit on the head with a baseball bat to
get his meaning, When the Senator
from Ohio attacks me he attacks my
board. I challenge the Senator from
Ohio to go to the party litizants in the
dispute to find out whether or not they
consider that they had an impartial Me-
diation Board; for the fact is that the
Mediation Board did their bidding, as
is shown by our report to the President of
the United States, which is being filed
today. The Mediation Board did the
bidding of the parties to this dispute.

The Senator from Ohio has shown his
gross ignorance of the whole mediation
process. He talks about arbitration in
his comments as though we were an ar-
bitration board. We were not an arbi-
tration board, but the Senator from Ohio
apparently does not know the difference
between arbitration and mediation
for had he known the difference he would
not have insulted the impartiality of the
senior Senator from Oregon and his
board members on the floor of the Sen-
ate yesterday.

The Senator from Ohio has been a
noted judge in Ohio. When he refers
to the “ideologies” of the Senator from
Oregon and when he refers to the “pre-
dispositions” of the Senator from Oregon
I take it for granted that he recognizes
what most people know, that the Senator
from Oregon is a constitutional liberal.
The Senator from Ohio sat on the bench
of Ohio as an ultraconservative. I know
of no one who would question the fact
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that the Senator from Ohio is recognized
as highly conservative. But he was an
able judge; as able as any judge who
takes on the robes to decide a case be-
fore him on the basis of the evidence
before him, applying the preponderance
of evidence test to that evidence.

I take pride in having served as an
arbitrator, and having presided over ar-
bitration courtrooms, involving several
hundred cases.

The Senator from Ohio cannot produce
a single litigant who ever appeared be-
fore the senior Senator from Oregon,
even though that litigant in an individ-
ual case might have lost the case, who
will not testify that the Senator from
Oregon functioned as an impartial arbi-
trator on the basis of the evidence that
was submitted to him.

Therefore, I do not intend to permit
this slur by the Senator from Ohio to
remain in this REcorp without an answer
from the Senator from Oregon not only
in his own behalf but also in behalf of
his two colleagues on the mediation
board, appointed by the President of
the United States, whose impartiality I
feel is simply beyond question. The
parties to the mediation can be the wit-
nesses to so testify.

Of course, as is true in every litigation,
the parties do not like every recommen-
dation of the board of mediation—or, if
it is arbitration, every decision of a board
of arbitration on every issue—but they
know that in mediation, the obligation
of the board is to lead the parties to a
conscionable compromise of their dif-
ferences.

This was done at the request of the
parties to the dispute. The board tried
for 4 days to persuade the parties to
settle the dispute between themselves,
and to negotiate a collective-bargaining
agreement between themselves. They
simply refused. They explained to the
board, “There is no hope. We cannot
possibly get together.”

It was then that the parties to the
dispute agreed that the board of media-
tion should lead them to a settlement by
offering them a final offer. This would
not be a settlement on the merits of each
issue in accordance with the evidence
that could have been presented in arbi-
tration, because we were not in the judi-
cial atmosphere of an arbitration court-
room. We were in the compromising
climate of mediation, for that is what
mediation is.

The parties were free to reject the pro-
posal of the mediation board. They con-
sidered it, and they decided it was in
their best interest and in the national
interest to go along with the proposal of
the mediation board.

The Senator from Ohio is factually
incorrect in respect to several state-
ments he made in his speech in regard
to what the Mediation Board offer was.
He stated:

The recommended Increase in the wages
for the second year was 39 cents, plus.

That is not so. The settlement of the
Board was a 37-cent package, not a 39-
cent one. The wage proposals provided
a 15-cent increase the first year and a
9-cent increase the second year, or 24
cents. The fringe proposals would add
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815 cents the first year, 4% cents the
second, or 13 cents. The Senator talked
about an 8.8 percent average for 2 years.
That simply is not so.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed a table showing the percentage
increase of both the wage increase
the entire package.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows :

North Atlantic longshore mediation proposal

Increase in wages: Percent
dE T e PR SO L, L 4.97
Do BT S SR 2.84
L S o o T ) 3.9

Increase In total labor cost (wages

adjusted for overtime and
fringes) :
1st year e e O
b L R e by L e e e 3.37
Average - 4.8

iIncrease effective Oct. 1, 1962.
2 Increase effective Oct. 1, 1963.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Ohio cannot take two and two
and make five, no matter how hard he
tries, for the law of mathematics is
against him; the law of mathematics is
against him in regard to his evaluation
of the mathematics of the Board’s offer
to the parties, which the parties made
their program and accepted as a fair
settlement of the dispute.

MACHINERY FOR FEATHERBED ISSUE

The Senator from Ohio talks about
featherbedding and seeks to leave the
impression that the Mediation Board
made no offer to the parties and that
the parties accepted a settlement which
would have nothing to do about the
featherbedding issue.

The Senator from Ohio stated :

Frankly, I believe that the pattern which
was set in the settlement of the longshore-
men’s strike will create dificulties. Feather-
bedding continues. One of the principal
issues in the dispute was featherbedding.
Nothing was done about it, except that a
committee is to study the subject.

The Senator from Ohio has not read
the settlement, for much more than a
study was provided in the settlement by
the Board. If the Senator will talk with
some of his shipowner friends, he will
learn that they consider the procedure
we set up to be worth millions of dollars.

The president of the Shipowners’ As-
sociation sat down with me in the Sen-
ate luncheon room the other day, along
with the chairman of the shipowners’
negotiating committee, and both ex-
pressed great gratification over the pro-
cedure which we established for an at-
tack on the featherbedding problem on
the docks of the east coast. Under
the procedure we established, for the
first time in the history of shipping on
the east coast a shipowner will have a
tribunal before which he can go to es-
tablish proof of featherbedding.

The parties recognized before they en-
tered into this agreement that no Board
of Mediation could, in 5 days, even be-
gin to scratch the surface of a job analy-
sis program on the east coast. If the
Senator from Ohio had only stopped
to reflect on what is involved in a man-
power utilization program in an indus-
try as complex as the longshore indus-
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try, he would not have left this criticism
of the Board in the history books
through the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
What did we do? We provided that the
Secretary of Labor will bring to bear on
the problem all the facilities of the De-
partment of Labor to analyze the ques-
tion of manpower utilization and job
security on the east and gulf coasts and
give to the parties an analysis of the
job utilization study and make recom-
mendations.

Let me make clear that the Secretary
of Labor has the full authority to make
the decision as to what that study will
encompass. There was an attempt on
the part of the head of the union ne-
gotiating committee to permit the union
to direct the Secretary of Labor as to
what jobs would be studied and what
would not be studied, as to what man-
power operations would be encompassed
in the Secretary of Labor’s study, and
what would not.

If the Senator from Ohio thinks the
employers got nothing within the study
proposals of the board, he ought to talk
to the shipowners, because when the
board rejected the union’s particular
proposal and told the union the Secre-
tary of Labor would have authority to
make a complete study of the facets of
the job utilization problem, the employ-
ers won a great victory; they will tell
the Senator from Ohio so if he will talk
to them.

We set up an advisory council where-
by the shipowners and the union can
offer the Secretary of Labor their ad-
vice; but the Secretary of Labor is in
no way bound by the position taken by
the advisory council as to the facets of
the job utilization problem that can be
studied.

Next, with regard to a point of which
the Senator from Ohio is obviously un-
aware, I took from the Railway Labor
Act of 1926 the whole emergency proce-
dure of that act. We do not call the
board, called for under our settlement,
an emergency board. We call it a neu-
tral board. But under the procedure as
set up when the Secretary of Labor
makes his recommendations, the parties
are to negotiate a settlement based on
those recommendations. If they have
not done so 2 months before the expira-
tion of the contract, then the parties
can present to the neutral board their
evidence with regard to featherbedding,
or, as I call it, make-work program.

Persons have heard me say before that
in 1938 I wrote the first decision on the
make-work gquestion in the history of
the maritime industry in this country,
when I wrote the decision in the Puget
Sound case. Not a ship had been mov-
ing in Puget Sound for days because the
longshoremen insisted that Ilumber
trucks would have to be loaded to the
floor, rolled by hand-truck to the side of
the ship, and then loaded, not into sling,
but onto the deck, and then into the hold.

My decision is the authority on the
subject that any make-work arrange-
ment would not be in the long-time in-
terests of labor, management, or the
public. I ruled that the trucks not only
could be driven to the side of the ship,
but, where convenient, lumber could be
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loaded directly into sling, and not to
the deck at all, and into the ship.

I cite that because it is typical of the
long list of impartial decisions the sen-
ior Senator from Oregon has rendered
through his professional career.

Therefore, the Senator from Oregon
rightly resents the attack made on the
floor of the Senate yesterday by the
Senator from Ohio, in talking about the
predisposition and the ideology of the
Senator from Oregon, when he knows
that the Senator from Oregon, when he
puts on the robes, can be just as judicial
and impartial in rendering a decision, on
the basis of the evidence presented to
him, as was the Senator from Ohio when
he presided nobly in the courts of the
State of Ohio.

In the procedure we have given, for
the first time they are going to have an
official forum in which to present their
proof in case these longshoremen are
shortsighted enough not to follow the
recommendations that will result from
the study that was provided for. I am
proud of the procedure we have set up,
and I am proud of the letters I have re-
ceived from shipowners since the media-
tion settlement, expressing their appreci-
ation of the procedure worked out by our
board for the settling of the so-called
featherbedding or make-work problem
on-the waterfront.

When the statement was made that
they had reached an agreement with the
union in “make work” on the west
coast, the president of Grace Lines said,
“Yes; but it took 5 years, and it is not
as rosy as it sounds. There are prob-
lems connected with it.” They do not
have on the west coast a tribunal to
which they can present their facts.

I cite that fact because the speech of
the Senator from Ohio of yesterday can
be used by antilabor groups in this
country to undermine a settlement that
is in the best interest of the employers,
as well as of the union, and, most im-
portant of all, in the interest of the
American publie,

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ARBITRATION AND
MEDIATION

A word about the difference between
mediation and arbitration, because, un-
less the public understands this differ-
ence, it would be misled by the speech of
the Senator from Ohio yesterday. There
is no more similarity between arbitration
and mediation than there is between
high noon and bright sunshine, and mid-
night without a moon in the sky.

Under arbitration, the shipowners
would have paid a minimum price of
twice what our settlement provided.
They could not possibly have gotten out
of the dispute for a cent less than double
37 cents as a package. They know that.
I explained it to them in great detail,
prior to the understanding that was en-
tered into that my board should lead
them to a mediation by making an offer,
because they recognized the two parties
could not even make offers to one anoth-
er. There never was a change of a cent
in the offer on the part of the employers
from the beginning to the end of the dis-
pute. They started out with 22 cents;
and they ended up with 22 cents.
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The union started out with an offer
estimated by the employers to cost 86
cents an hour for the first year and
$1.031 for the second year. They never
changed one-tenth of 1 cent. YetI read
in the press, the Wall Street Journal,
Newsweek, and other publications, the
falsification that the union was asking
for 50 cents. The union never retreated
from its position at the outset of our
efforts. We could not get any yielding
at all, as pointed out in the report to
the President, to which I shall refer very
shortly. With that situation, we led the
parties to the mediation offer at their
request, at their desire. They knew it
was the only hope of getting a settle-
ment.

But, as I said to the employers, if the
proceeding were an arbitration, we could
not throw a single issue out the window.
If we had arbitrated, we would have had
to give an official opinion on the evidence
in respect to every issue in dispute.

Mr. President, do you know what we
would have had to do if we were arbi-
trators in that kind of deadlock? We
would have had to write the whole agree-
ment for the parties.

If employers or unions or the Senator
from Ohio think that that kind of arbi-
tration is in the economic interest of the
country, I respectfully say they had bet-
ter study the arbitration process. Arbi-
tration is of great value when the parties
are in dispute about one, two, or three
issues. However, Mr. President, if you
go into arbitration—and there are some
who want to go info compulsory arbitra-
tion—you are taking away from the par-
ties, management, and labor, some very
precious freedoms. You are substituting
a third party and asking that third
party, in effect, to tell them how they
are going to run their business, and un-
der what conditions they are going to
work. That is a dangerous situation.
It is a situation that attacks, in my judg-
ment, some basic foundations of eco-
nomic freedom in this Republic.

I have been heard to say, and will un-
doubtedly say it again, that if we get into
a national emergency dispute situation
affecting the security and the health of
my country, we must keep both parties
guessing as to the procedure that will
apply to them. I will never vote for
exclusive compulsory arbitration, be-
cause that does not keep anyone guess-
ing.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I had better check with
the Senator from Delaware. I rose to
a point of personal privilege, and I owe
it as a matter of courtesy to the Senator
from Delaware to limit myself in my re-
marks. The Senator from Delaware has
an important speech to make on another
subject. However, whatever the Sena-
tor from Delaware and the Senator from
Arizona decide between themselves, is
satisfactory to me.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
yield to the Senator from Arizona. I
would like to get on with my speech.

Mr. MORSE. I will not be very much
longer.

Mr. GOLDWATER. It is not often
that the senior Senator from Oregon and
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the junior Senator from Arizona find
themselves in agreement, but on this
particular subject, compulsory arbitra-
tion, I am in complete agreement with
the senior Senator from Oregon, with
whom I serve on the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare. His remarks today
should be read by every Member of the
Senate. It is a very easy thing to sug-
gest compulsory arbitration. I agree
with the Senator from Oregon that if
this is forced upon the American people,
it can mean price control, wage control,
quality control, and even place of em-
ployment control. We owe it to labor
and management to see to it that we do
not hastily adopt something which we
would regret. I am happy that the
senior Senator from Oregon has ex-
pressed himself on the floor as he has
today, because what he has said has
been needed to be said. It has been
needed to be said for some time, in order,
at least, to cool off some hotheads, who
will suggest anything that will end a
strike. Let us remember that the strike
is the only weapon the working man has.
‘When you say “arbitrate,” you take away
that right.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate what the Senator from Arizona has
said. I have been charged with advo-
cating compulsory arbitration, because I
have introduced in the past, and un-
doubtedly will hereafter introduce, some
amendment to the Taft-Hartley law, in
respect to its emergency dispute section.
I said in 1947 that it would not work. It
has not worked. Whenever I refer to
arbitration in my draft of an emergency
dispute bill, I do so in the alternative,
and its use rests with the diseretion of
the President of the United States, sub-
ject to congressional review within 10
days. It keeps the parties in doubt as to
whether the President is going to say
that the national interests in the dispute
are so great and such damage is being
done to the country that they must agree
to submit to arbitration. He has the al-
ternative, for example, of a seizure of
the plant, under a token seizure, with
the operators of the plant being kept be-
hind their desks, and the flag of the
United States flying over the plant; and
a series of other alternatives.

To get back to the point I was making,
if these parties had been before an arbi-
tration board instead of a mediation
board, they would have paid at least
double what the settlement amounted
to

Why? Because we threw more than
60 union issues out the window. We
simply said, “You are guilty of laches.”
We said, “You know that no board of
mediation could handle these issues in
4 days. You knew that. If you haven't
got a settlement on these issues, we are
not going to touch them.”

Let me mention a few very quickly.

It has been said that the 8-hour day
guarantee demanded by the union would
have cost employers 32 cents an hour
alone. That is one issue. Those issues
that the union raised, which we threw
out the window, would have added up to
well over $2 additional an hour, I do
not know what a board of arbitration
would have granted, but they would have
granted a great deal. Ido notknow what
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hours they would have granted. Itwould
not have been zero. My own intuition

. tells me that it might have been 6 hours.

However, we said, “Too late. We can-
not possibly go into the economies of this
matter.” One money issue after another
money issue was eliminated. We elimi-
nated another issue. We threw the $3.02
an hour issue out the window. Shipown-
ers, magazines, and newspaper editors,
and various propagandists in the coun-
try have fed to the American people the
argument that the longshoremen on the
east coast are well paid because they get
$3.02 an hour.

When the shipowners used that argu-
ment, I said, “Gentlemen, that is out
the window. You know it is an irrele-
vant argument. You know it has noth-
ing to do with this case. You know that
you have succeeded in misleading the
American people in regard to the eco-
nomiec status of the men in this union.
You know that the only wage figure that
is vital to this Board is the take-home
money. Do you know how many chil-
dren these longshoremen have? Do you
know the average size of the family of a
longshoreman? These are the men
whom you have called ruffians and hood-
lums, and the rough element. The re-
markable thing is that they are remark-
able family men. The evidence given fo
me indicates that they average around
three kids per family.”

I said to these shipowners, “We must
remember that these children are
marching through this case all the time.
They are entitled to dental care, to
health care, to nutritious food, and to
educational advantages. They are the
schoolmates of your children and of my
grandchildren. They are the future of
America. The American people have a
right fo take a look at the take-home
pay.” I said, “If you want to talk to me
about an annual wage guarantee to these
longshoremen, we can cut the package
way down.”

They knew what I was talking about.
Several of the shipowners, presidents of
shiplines, said to me later, “Senator,
there is no answer to that argument.”
They never had thought of it that way.

Almost 25 percent of the longshore-
men in the New York Harbor earn less
than $3,000 a year. I said to the ship-
owners, “How would you like to raise a
family of three kids in New York on less
than $3,000 a year?”

Thousands more of them get less than
$4,000 a year. What has happened is
that the propagandists have referred to
a few so-called preferred gangs, pet
gangs, gangs that the employers have
used over and over again, but who repre-
sent a very small percentage of the total
longshoremen involved. They have
pointed to them as getting $9,000 a year.
They are a very small number. It is so
small that it is almost a fraud to cite
their wages. What this mediation Board
was dealing with was hard, cold eco-
nomic facts, and great human values.
What does $3.02 an hour mean to men
who are working only 2, 3, 4 days a week,
or not at all?

Mr. President, we held both parties to

‘a consideration of those human values.

We said that the wage seftlement must
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be far less than what the union was de-
manding, but that the union deserved
considerably more than the employers
were willing fo offer. Therefore, we had
a package of 37 cents. So there is no
question that our settlement was within
the high principles of mediation.

I think it is most unfortunate—leav-
ing myself out of the picture—that there
should be this reflection in the ConGrES-
s10NAL REcorp upon the great dedicated
publie service of this Board.

The President of the United States re-
ceives today the final report of the
Board. I wish to read a few paragraphs
of it; then I shall close.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire report, with ap-
pendixes, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
and appendixes were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT ON THE LABOR
DISPUTE INVOLVING THE INTERNATIONAL
LONGSHOREMEN'S ASSOCIATION AND THE
MARITIME INDUSTRY ON THE ATLANTIC AND
GuLr CoasTs BY SPECIAL BoARD APPOINTED
JaNUaARY 16, 1963

(By James J. Healy, Theodore W. Kheel,

Wayne Morse, Chairman)

asaINGTON, D.C.
February 20, 1963.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House.

Dear Mg, PrREsIDENT: On January 16, 1962,
you appointed the undersigned special Board
to investigate and review a shutdown of all
Atlantic and gulf coast ports resulting from
a strike by the International Longshore=-
men's Assoclation, to assist the parties by
mediation or recommendation, and, if un-
able to secure nt, to recommend a
procedure which would Insure the immediate
resumption of operations at these ports.

We are pleased to report that the strike
has ended and that ships are again moving
in our Atlantic and gulf coast ports.

A report of our activities Is transmitted
herewith.

Respectfully,
JamEes J. HEALY,
THECDORE W. KHEEL,
WaynNE Moasg, Chairman,

I. INTRODUCTION

Any report of our activities must necessar-
1ly start with a brief résumé of the efforts to
resolve this dispute which preceded our own,
for without these efforts and the founda-
tions thus produced this Board could not
have succeeded.

For months preceding the October 1, 1962,
expiration date of the existing ILA contracts,
the Federal Medlation and Conciliation SBerv-
ice maintained continuous laison and at-
tempted to bring the parties to an early
agreement.

The bargaining positions of the parties
were established in a series of mnegotiating
sessions between June 13, 1062, and August
1, 1962, involving the ILA Atlantic wage-
scale committee and the New York Shipping
Assoclation. Traditionally, these negotia-
tions In New York on the master contract,
while not binding in the South Atlantic or
gulf coast districts, have set the pattern for
settlements there.

By late September, the parties had been
unable to resolve the issues presented by the
NYSA's demands for “unilateral authority to
determine the number of longshoremen
necded * * * without any fixed minimum
gang sizes as had previously existed,” and
the ILA's various money and nonmoney de-
mands. Although the NYSA made a mone-
tary offer of 9 cents per hour for each year
of a 3-year contract, no meaningful negotia~
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tions took place on this or any other issue
because of the union’s refusal to make any
counterproposals or to consider any other
issue until the employers withdrew entirely
their proposals for reduced gangs and for
freer utilization of employees’ services.

A September 24, 1962, FMCS proposal for
& 1-year contract extension, with no changes
except with respect to wage and fringe
items, to be accompanied by a joint study of
the disputed manpower utilization and job
security issues was rejected by both parties
and the union struck at 12:01 am. Octo-
ber 1, 1962,

A Board of Inquiry composed of Robben
W. Fleming, chairman, Vernon H., Jensen,
and Robert L. Stutz was appointed the same
day to inquire into the issues and to report
to the President by October 4, 1962, Upon
receipt of the Board's report, which con-
cluded that "the parties have not engaged
in productive bargaining over the subjects
which separated them,” the President
directed the Attorney General to seek an in-
Junction against the strike. A temporary
restralning order was Issued October 4 and
a permanent injunction on October 10.
Normal port operations were resumed on
Monday, October 8.

The Board of Inquiry terminated its medi-
ation efforts after the parties rejected its
proposal for a joint study with an impartial
chairman of “the use and security of man-
power.” Its December 3 report found that
“the current positions of the parties are not
substantially different from what they have
been during the past 6 months."

On December 14, representatives of the
parties met In Washington with the Secretary
of Labor at his request. Intensive day and
night sessions, beginning December 17, were
conducted in New York by the of
Labor and the Director of the FMCS, cul-
minating on December 19 with a recom-
mendation that the parties conclude a 1-year
contract with all manpower utilization and
Job security lssues to be referred to a tripar-
tite committee. After an initial rejection,
the NYSA accepted this recom nendation
which was, however, rejected by the union.

On December 22, less than 24 hours before
the strike deadline, the union proposed a 2-
year postponement of any changes In gang-
size or manpower utilization provisions, dur-
ing which these matters would be studied.
This proposal was coupled with 30 or 40 of
the union's original demands and was re-
Jected by the employers.

When no agreement had been reached as
of the early hours of December 23, and with
a strike scheduled to begin at 5 p.m. on that
day, the President advised the parties by tele-
gram, and through the Secretary of Labor,
that *“the natlonal welfare demands that
every possible effort be made to prevent the
shutdown” and that a strike “would choke
the economy and cut the Nation's lifelines
with the rest of the world.,” In his telegram,
the President requested the ILA and the New
York Shipping Association to agree to pro-
cedures which would provide that all dis-
puted manpower utilization, Job security,
and related Issues be referred to a study
under the direction of the Secretary of La-
bor; that all other disputed contract issues
be presented to a board composed of Judge
Harold R. Medina, Emmanuel Stein, and
James Hill, for Inguiry and recommenda-
tions on or before February 15, 1963; and
that operations be continued on present
terms and conditions for a perlod of 90 days.
This proposal was accepted by the employers
but rejected by the union.

Within hours, the union went on strike.

The parties were reconvened in mediation
sessions on December 26 and mediation con-
tinued virtually without Interruption under
the direction of the Secretary of Labor, As-
sistant Secretary of Labor James J. Reyn-
olds, and FMCS Deputy Director Robert
Moore. This mediation resulted In & nar-
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rowing of Issues and produced a partial
measure of tentative agreement. An under-
standing was reached that if other issues
could be satisfactorily resolved a 2-year con-
tract would be signed with the manpower
and job security issues held in abeyance dur-
ing that period and referred to the Secretary
of Labor for study and report to the parties,

Remaining in dispute was a group of
“money issues” involving wage rates, pen-
slons, welfare, contribution to clinics, vaca-
tions, holidays, guaranteed 8-hour workday,
and the no-cancellation clause, although a
host of “nonmoney” demands were also
pressed by the unlon.

Prior to the formation of this Board, the
empioyer had computed that the union
demand would cost 86 cents for the first year
and $1.031 for the second year of the con-
tract.' The costs of the demands with re-
gpect to pensions, health and welfare, and
clinics had, with the ald of Professor Healy,
been determined to the mutual satisfaction
of the parties, The NYSA had offered 22
cents (12 cents the first year, 10 cents the
second) an hour for wages, pensions, welfare
and clinies, conditioned on the withdrawal
of the other remaining union demands.

II, THE SPECIAL BOARD

The 1 Board was appointed January
16, 1963, and convened in New York the next
morning. Early in the day the Board met
first with the 18-man bargaining committee
for the NYSA and then with the full 125-
man union bargaining committee in order
to ascertain the positions of the parties.

The Board confirmed the existence of the
conditional agreement to submit the man-
power utilization and jJob security lssues to
the Secretary of Labor for study by the De-
partment of Labor. The NYSA reaffirmed
its offer of 22 cents and indicated its will-
ingness to bargain from that figure if con-
cesslons were forthecoming from the union.
The union, on the other hand, insisted that
its demands were reasonable and that they
be met In full.

Throughout Thursday, Friday, Saturday,
and Sunday morning, the Board, both as a
Board and individually, met repeatedly with
both full committees, with the leaders of
both committees, with union and employer
representatives from the South Atlantic and
gulf ports and the respective FMCS media-
tors, and with various ILA craft leaders from
the Port of New York. The Board was thus
fully apprised not only of the problems in
connection with the negotiation of a new
master contract but also of the local issues
in New York and the underlying issues in
the southern ports.

In each encounter the Board attempted to
ferret out the “true” positions of the parties
and to impress upon the parties the advan-
tage of a bargalned agreement and the need
to arrive at a conscionable compromise. Bach
union demand was scrutinized to determine
if the benefits desired could be purchased
more cheaply than had been estimated. Out
of this probing came an agreement to select
& qualified authority or authorities in the
health and welfare area to study the existing
medical care program in order to determine
if benefits could be increased or costs
reduced.

These meetings failed, however, to produce
any shift In the parties' basic positions.
The union demands remained at the em-
ployer-estimated $1.031, the employers’ offer
at 22 cents. The union was adamant in its
determination to secure its entire package;
the employers refused to indicate the amount
of “give” 1 their position.

Although it was clear that both partles
would need to make concessions If Atlantic
and gulf coast ehipping were to resume and
although it was clear that at some point,

1The employers’ breakdown of the union
demands is contained in app. L.
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in some manner, such shipping would re-
sume, neither party would formally or in-
formally alter its position. The NYSA,
though indicating that it had not made its
last offer, stated that 1t refused to be
“inched up"” any higher unless there were
substantial union concessions. The union,
indicating that it had already pared con-
siderably its original demands, stated that
it considered its demands to be *reason-
able” in light of other agreements which
had been reached in the maritime indus-
try and in the Greater New York area.

Since nelther party would, or felt that it
could, initiate a move to close the existing
gap, the stalemate could be broken only by
an outside proposal. Late Saturday, there-
fore, after all efforts to induce the parties
to modify their positions had falled, the
Board indicated its intentlon to make a
mediators’ proposal on Sunday. Both par-
ties, recognizing the dilemma posed by the
existing deadlock, encouraged this proce-
dure. Indeed, in discussions with the par-
ties concerning the proper function of the
Board, both agreed that it was not only
proper for the Board to make such a pro-
posal but that no other alternative existed.

In formulating our mediators’ proposal,
the Board was gulded by a number of
criteria: the national interest in securing
an immediate resumption in shipping; an
estimate of the settlement the parties would
have made had collective bargaining not be-
come stymied; and the guideposts for non-
inflationary wage behavior formulated by the
President’s Council of Economic Advisers.
Additionally, industry and regional inequi-
tles had to be cons!lered. None of these,
however, are capable of being employed with
mathematical precision; “no simple test
exists.” ?

The Board approached the application of
these criteria as mediators and not as arbi-
trators, Whereas a board of arbitrators
would be bound to pass upon and resolve
every 1ssue raised before it, we were able, as
mediators, to dismiss a long list of demands.
The imperatives of the situation made it im-
possible to consider more than a master con-
tract. Even so, demands for a guaranteed
8-hour day, an additional week of vacation,
and Monday morning reporting pay had to be
dismissed along with all the demands of a
local port nature such as additional clean-up
time, additional uniforms, a set lunch pe-
riod, and a 5-day week for checkers attached
to the pler roster.

The Board focused its attention on deslgn-
ing a package which would meet the above
criterla and would be acceptable to both
parties. Prior to fashioning such a package,
it was necessary to examine the factual set-
ting of this bargaining relationship and espe~
cially to appraise several factors which
strongly influenced this situation.

The Board found that employment op-
portunities for longshoremen are irregular;
hiring remains on a dally basls. Despite the
waterfront commission’s decasualization
program, almost a quarter earned under
$3,000 a year.

Moreover, recent agreements had been
negotiated by groups with a significant im-
pact upon this bargaining situation. The
west coast longshoremen negotiated a 38-
year contract, the first 2 years of which grant
the employees an increase in wages and
fringes in excess of 89 cents.

The New York truckers who work on one
side of the longshoremen taking the cargo
to and from the docks similarly secured an
increase of more than 30 cents spread over
2 years. The east coast seamen who work on
the other side of the longshoremen manning
the ships which haul the cargo won sub-
stantial increases, averaging over 5.8 percent
per year, for the period through mid-1963.

* Annual Report of the Council of Economic
Advisers, January 1862, p. 185.
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Finally, the parties’ pension program
needed 3 cents per hour simply to make
actuarially sound the program of past bene-
fits which had been jointly approved.

After analyzing these considerations in the
context of the criterla set forth earlier, the
Board proposed a 37-cent package featuring
a wage increase of 156 cents the first year to
be followed by a 9-cent increase the second.
Additional fringe benefits (Including 3 cents
to make the old benefits actuarially sound)
of 81, cents the first year and 414 cents the
second were proposed.? The proposed wage
increase proved to be in line with and
slightly below the median settlement nego-
tlated in major nonmanufacturing indus-
tries (mining, transportation, public utili-
ties, warehousing, wholesale and retail
trades) during the past year while the total
package was somewhat smaller than those
secured by the west coast longshoremen,
the New York truckers, and the east coast
seamen.

The Board stressed, mnevertheless, its
“strong belief that the capacity of this in-
dustry to support wages and benefits to
which the employees are entitled cannot con-
tinue without serlous impairment in the
absence of marked improvements in man-
power utilization.” Because of this convic-
tion, the Board recommended additional
procedures to secure the implementation of
the findings of the manpower study. If the
parties are unable to agree with respect to
implementing these findings, a neutral board
is to be selected to make recommendations
for such implementation.

This proposal was placed before a joint
meeting of the parties on Sunday, Janu-
ary 20, 1963; quick acceptance was urged.

III. THE RESPONSE

The union bargaining committee accepted
the proposal Sunday evening. The NYSA
was unable to give a response until it had
polled its full membership, The NYSA ad-
vised of its acceptance Tuesday, January 22.

On Wednesday, the New York ILA mem-
bership ratified the agreement.

Thursday and Friday were days of turmoil
in many ports. Settlement in Philadelphia
was reached before dawn Thursday, Assist-
ant Secretary Reynolds flew to Galveston
where the greatest difficulty was belng en-
countered. Settlement was reached in Balti-
more on Friday. A union back-to-work order
effective in all areas other than Hampton
Roads, Miami, Galveston, and Moblle was
issued on Friday afternoon for Saturday
morning,

Hampton Roads, Boston, Mobile, and Gal-
veston reported settlements on Saturday.
Settlement in Miami was accomplished late
Sunday evening.

IV. CONCLUSION

The Board was unanimous in its reluc-
tance to offer a mediator’s proposal. Each
of us felt that it was preferable to offer only
our good offices to facilitate the process of
negotiation and concesslon. However, we
became faced with a situation in which, for
reasons which appeared valid to the parties,
neither party would move. Although it was
clear that a conscionable compromise was &
prerequisite to a resumption of shipping,
the parties were deadlocked and unable to
make such a compromise without third-
party aild. Therefore, encouraged by the
parties, we advanced a proposal for settle-
ment which we believed was fair both to
the Nation and to the parties. We are
gratified that the parties accepted the pro-
posal as a basis of settlement and that we
can report that the strike has ended,

Respectfully submitted,

James J. HEALY.

THEODORE W. KHEEL,

WAYNE MORSE,
Chairman.

3A complete breakdown of the Board’s
proposal is contained in app. J.
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APPENDIX A
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE NEw YOrRK SHIP-

PING ASSOCIATION AND THE INTERNATIONAL
LONGSHOREMEN'S ASSOCIATION

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND
CONCILIATION SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., September 24, 1962.

Since recessing mediation conferences on
Beptember 18, we have carefully reviewed
and have gone over with other Government
agencles involved the discussions held with
the ILA and the NYSA representatives since
August 22. In addition to the direct issue
of productivity or gang size, we, of course,
explored with the parties during those talks
a wide variety of associated problems, issues
and positions.

It is obvious, and has been emphasized by
both parties, that even if we could at this
time get past the road block of productivity
or gang size, there i not sufficlent remain-
ing time to hope to be able to bargain out
& complete 3-year agreement before October
1. Except for casual mention, none of the
union's original demands have yet been dis-
cussed. None of the industry proposals other
than in the area of productivity or gang size
have been reviewed.

Both ILA and NYSA have emphasized to
us that many of the issues that have to be
resolved before a 3-year contract can be
consummated are both serious and compll-
cated. To a very substantial extent, these
complications and difficulties arise because
of the length of time (3 years) the parties
would be bound by firm agreement.

Perhaps the most difficult single problem
in this situation is the long-range impact of
containerization, prepackaging, palatizing,
mechanizing and changes in cargo handling
facllities and techniques. The union seeks
to protect its members against these changes
depriving them of job opportunity and earn-
ings. The industry feels impelled to further
improve cargo handling in order to maln-
tain a profitable and competitive position.

Both the ILA and the NYSA are to be
commended for having undertaken early
preparations for and early discussions to-
ward a renewal of their September 30 agree-
ment. However, our meetings with them
demonstrated that while both sides had
given substantial time to study and research
in preparation for negotiation of specific
contract problems such as pension and wel-
fare, there has been no realistic approach to
solution of the fundamental problem of
adapting the relationship between the union
and the association to changes in cargo
handling and its impact on the longshore-
men and other crafts.

Both the ILA and the NYSA have assured
the Mediation Bervice and other Government
agencies that they are anxious to negotiate
an agreement and to avold a strike. We are
certain that both the union and the as-
soclation are entirely honest in so stating.
We are also convinced that everyone involved
in these negotiations is fully consclous of
the national and international impact of a
work stoppage at this time, The problem is
to provide a framework within which the
union and the industry can honorably and
in good falth prevent a strike under the
existing conditions.

With all of these factors in mind, we are
urgently recommending to both the ILA
and the NYSA that they agree immediately
to negotiate on the basis of a l-year con-
tract, effective October 1, 1062. The 1-year
contract should be based on a continuation
of the major portion of the existing agree-
ment, with only those changes that are im-
mediately and absolutely essential to each
party. The short term of the recommended
agreement means that it will not be neces-
sary to review carefully the entire existing
contract nor to develop all of the modifica-
tions that are desirable over a longer term.
As a part of this l-year contract, in addi-
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tion to such monetary and other adjust-
ments that may be agreed upon, the union
and the association would provide for a
joint study of the entire problem of changes
in cargo handling and operations and what
is to be done to protect the labor force and
insure its continuing opportunity for full
employment and Increased earnings. The
format and detalls of this study should be
determined by the partles themselves.
Facllities of the Federal Government in the
area of mediation, research, and technical
services will be made available.

APPENDIX B

REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT ON THE LABOR DIs-
PUTE INVOLVING THE INTERNATIONAL LONG-
SHOREMEN'S ASSOCIATION AND THE MARITIME
INDUSTRY ON THE ATLANTIC AND GULF COAST
BY BOARD OF INQUIRY CREATED BY EXECUTIVE
OrpEr No. 11054, Darep OcroBer 1, 1962

(By Robben W. Fleming, Chalrman; Vernon

H. Jensen, and Robert L. 8tutz)
New Yorx, N.Y.,
October 4, 1962.

THE PRESIDENT,

The White House.

Dear Mgz. PreEsSIDENT: On October 1, 1962,
under Executive Order No. 11054, by virtue
of the authority contained in section 206 of
the Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947
(61 Stat. 165; 29 U.S.C. 176), you appointed
the undersigned board of inquiry to report
to you on the current work stoppage and
labor dispute affecting the Atlantic and
gulf port maritime industry of the United
States.

Our report is transmitted herewith.

Respectfully,
RoBBEN W. FLEMING,
Chairman.
VErnoN H. JENSEN,
Member.
Rosert L. StUTZ,
Member,
Jack R. GEORGE,
Ezecutive Secretary.

REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT
I INTRODUCTION

On October 1, 1962, at 12:01 a.m., the col-
lective bargaining agreements between the
International Longshoremen’s Assocldation
and the steamship companles, contracting
stevedores, contracting marine carpenters,
lighterage operators, and other employers
engaged in related or associated pler activ-
ities in all Atlantic and gulf ports from
Maine to Texas expired. Since the parties
had been unable to agree upon the terms
of new contracts, they were left without
agreements and a work stoppage took place
which is 100-percent effective.

Because the stoppage cuts vital shipping
lifelines to all parts of the world, the Prest-
dent immediately appointed this Board of
Inquiry. It was directed to look into the
facts surrounding the dispute and report on
or before October 4, 1962.

II. THE PARTIES TO THE DISPUTE

The union involved in this case is the
International Longshoremen's Assoclation,
AFL~CIO. Itrepresents approximately 70,000
waterfront employees In ports ranging from
Bearsport, Maine, to Brownsville, Tex. For
collective bargaining purposes the union is
divided into two major subdivisions. One
is the Atlantic coast district, consisting of
the ports from Searsport, Maine, to Hampton
Roads, Va. The other is the south Atlantic
and gulf coast district, consisting of the
ports along the Atlantic coast below Hamp-
ton Roads and along the gulf coast to Browns-
ville, Tex.

The employers are banded together in a
series of local and regional assoclations, with
some additional informal groupings and re-
lationships, In the North Atlantic area the
various employer associations have given au«
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thority to the New York Shipping Associa-
tion to bargaln with respect to certain is-
sues, that 1s, general wage Increases, hours
insofar as they relate to the regular or normal
workdays, the amount of contributions for
welfare and pension benefits (but not the
benefits to be provided by the welfare and
pension plans), holidays and vacations, and
the duration of the collective bargaining
agreements, These associations, which are
located in of Boston, Philadelphia,
Baltimore, and Norfolk-Hampton Roads, in-
corporate settlements of the above Issues In
the various local agreements. Each port ne-
gotiates loeal working conditions for its sepa-
rate groups. For example, In the New York
area, there are six separate agreements cover-
ing the classifications of longshoremen,
checkers, and clerks, cargo repairmen, main-
tenance, and mechanical workers, and ma-
rine carpenters. In the South Atlantic and
gulf ports there are several assoclations and
groupings, with separate negotiations being
conducted in Miami, Mobile, New Orleans,
and Galveston. In this area there is a tend-
ency to follow the pattern set in New Orleans
on economic issues.

III. BACKGROUND OF THE DISPUTE

The contracts which expired on October
1, 1962, were entered into 3 years ago. On
that occaslon, like the present, the parties
were unable to agree upon the terms of new
contracts and a Board of Inquiry was ap-
pointed. During the period of the injunction

ts were reached.

After the 19569 contracts were signed, and
in an effort to help avold a crisis in 1962, the
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service
maintained continuous liaison with the par-
ties. In additlon to informal contacts, offi-
clals of the Service met with top union and
industry representatives as early as Janu-
ary 1962 for the purpose of suggesting that
bargaining get underway early. Both sides
then undertook factual surveys on several
key points.

In the middle of May, the unlon’s Atlantic
coast district wage scale committee met for
the p of formulating economic de-
mands for the North Atlantic ports. In mid-
June the first bargaining session between the
International Longshoremen’s Assoclation
and the New York Shipping Assoclatlon was
held. This was particularly important, be-
cause negotiations in New York traditionally
set the contract pattern on major issues for
the South Atlantic and gulf coast ports. At
this session the unlon presented its pro-
posals for contract revision. They included
the {tems dealing with the master contract,
applicable to the North Atlantiec ports from
Maine to Virginia, and the general cargo
agreement, applicable to the port of New
York, such as wages, length of the working
day, daily guarantee, improvement of pen-
sions, major medical coverage, contributions
to clinies, management of monetary fringe
benefit grants, no cancellation clause, in-
crease in penalty cargo rates, vacation con-
tributions and entitlements, eligibility for
holidays, duration of contract, and severance
pay at terminated operations.

Numerous speclific changes in language
were proposed to cover the various items in-
cluded in the list of demands.

Another meeting was held on June 25, and
on July 16 the New York Shipping Associa-
tion presented its counterproposals for the
master contract, and items for the port of
New York. They covered the following sub-
Jjects: Night shift differential for terminal
operations; flexibility of meal hours; elimi-
nation of travel time within the port of New
York; right to cancel and reorder where ship
falls to arrive at berth, but with payment
for reporting; guarantees to men working
after noon meal hour; working through meal
hour; obligation of International Longshore-
men's Assoclation to provide labor for over=
time work; notice by gang of willingness to
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work overtime; discipline for unexcused ab-
senteeism; right of employer to refuse to
hire gangs with too many absentees; right
of employer to cancel work under adverse
weather conditions; clarification of employer
rights in using work force, by formation of
Joint study committee to make recommenda-
tlons covering number of longshoremen
needed for various types of work, shifting
gangs from ship to ship, hatch to hatch, or
pler to pler; use of men not organized Into
gangs; more effective discipline; employers
rights to manage; revision of seniority article
by joint committee; pension, welfare, and
clinical benefits; royalties on bulk sugar and
containers.

Included also was proposed contract lan-
guage covering matters listed above.

At the request of the International Long-
shoremen's Assoclation, these proposals were
clarified by the New York Shipping Asso-
clation on August 1. At that time a mone-
tary increase of 27 cents per hour was offered
to be applied as follows: nine cents for the
year ending September 30, 1963; 9 cents for
the year ending September 30, 1964; and 9
cents for the year ending September 30, 1965,
provided that the union was willlng to ac-
cept the employers’ proposals of July 16,
1962, In its clarification the New York Ship-
ping Assoclation specified the minimum gang
sizes It desired for different types of opera-
tions.

By late August it appeared that no prog-
ress was being made, and the Federal Media-
tlon and Conciliation Service began to play
a more active role In negotiations. A spe-
cial longshore mediation panel was appoint-
ed in New York which met with the parties
repeatedly during the last week of August
and through the month of September.
Throughout this period, the union refused
to discuss the proposals of the employers
until the question of reduction of size of
gangs was withdrawn. Likewise, the pro-
posals of the union were not discussed. It
should be noted that demands were presented
in North Atlantic ports, but negotiations on
local issues were at a standstill.

During this time mediators were assisting
in negotiations which were being held be-
tween the union and various of the employer
associations in the South Atlantic and gulf
coast ports. The union was unsuccessful
in its efforts to bargain with these employ-
€rs on a coastwise or even on a district basis.
It presented identical demands to all of these
employers that were roughly parallel to the
demands in New York.

Negotiations preceding the expiration of
the contracts on September 30, 1062, were
conducted separately In the following loca-
tlons: Bouth Atlantie district (negotiations
in Miami); east gulf district (negotiations in
Mobile); gulf district (negotiations in New
Orleans); west gulf district (negotiations in
Galveston).

Negotiations in New Orleans appeared to
be the key to the economic settlement in all
of the South Atlantic and gulf ports. The
employers offered a 9 cents per hour mone-
tary increase for each year of the 3-year con-
tract, tying this offer to demands related to
local working conditions. The union repre-
sentatives rejected this offer and in addition
insisted that grievance arbitration be re-
moved from the contract. The employers
insisted that arbitration be retained.

Some progress was made on local issues in
the Miami negotiations, but nothing was ac-
complished on size of gangs., The unlon
sought specific minimums on the size of
gangs and the employers insisted on the re-
tention of the right to determine the number
of men needed in a gang. Economic issues
appeared to be dependent upon a settlement
in New Orleans.

In Mobile, too, some progress was made in
negotiations over local issues, but the union
demand for minimum size of gangs was in
issue here. No monetary offer was made by
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the employers in these discussions, and it
was indicated that none would be made until
the union dropped its original proposals or
some monetary pattern was set in New
Orleans or New York.

Although the partles e proposals
in the Galveston negotiations, very little
progress was made. The union’s insistence
on minimum size of gangs and elimination of
grievance arbitration was a key factor in
these discussions, as was an issue over hiring
hall procedures. No monetary offer was
made by the employers,

On September 13, 1962, Assistant Secretary
of Labor James Reynolds met with the special
longshore mediation panel and the parties
In an effort to get the negotlations going
agaln. Purther meetings followed, but with-
out success.

On September 21 the representatives of
the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service prepared a proposal for submission
to the parties. It called for a l-year agree-
ment coupled with a joint study of the
problem of changes in cargo handling and
operations, as well as employment security
and earnings. The New York Shipplng As-
soclation wvoiced approval of the proposal,
provided that the parties also agreed upon
final and binding arbitration at the end of
the year as to any items left unresolved by
the parties. The union rejected the proposal.

Further meetings were held with the
parties right up to the strike deadline, but
there was no significant change In position
on either side.

IV. HEARING BEFORE THE BOARD OF INQUIRY

Immediately upon its appointment, the
Board, through Iits Chalrman, issued tele-
grams to the parties Informing them that
a meeting would be held at room 206, New
York Port Authority Bulilding, 111 Eighth
Avenue at 16th Street, New York City, at 3:30
p.m. on Tuesday, October 2, 1962, The
parties were requested to submit written
statements of position, and were advised
that they could appear in person If they so
desired.

Several of the parties did make an appear-
ance before the Board, and the others sub-
mitted written statements. Coples of these
statements are attached to this report.

‘The Board of Inquiry met during the night
of October 2, and on October 3, for the
purpose of reviewing the statements and
drafting this report.

V. CONCLUSION

It is evident that desplte repeated meet-
ings almost no progress has been made to-
ward an agreement. In this sense the parties
are worse off than they were at a comparable
time in 1959, for on that occasion they had
at least resolved a number of fundamental
issues. This time the entire contract re-
mains open and the local issues, which must
be resolved after the master contract is
negotiated, are relatively untouched.

A stalemate resulted when the New York
Shipping Assoclation considered the Interna-
tional Longshoremen's Association demands
unreasonable and unsultable for realistic
collective bargalning and the union refused
to bargain until the demand to change the
size of gangs was withdrawn. This is the
reason why the real position of the partles
on the specific issues raised in their pro-
posals is still unknown, although each indi-
cated 1ts proposals constituted bargaining
positions and that It expected to make some
compromises.

From the union’s standpoint, the em-
ployers introduced demands calling for
“sweeping and drastic reductions in eco-
nomic benefits and working conditions which
were an integral part of past collective bar-
gaining agreements in the industry.” The
union contends that the productlvity issue
ralsed by the employers is not genuine.

From the employers' standpoint, the in-
dustry must have increased productivity.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

They purport to be flexible in thelr ap-
proach and to ask only that the union
engage in serious discussions on this sub-
ject. The parties remain adamant in their
positions. The union contends that the
demand for reduction in the size of gangs
and their use must be withdrawn before
other matters can be discussed. The em-
ployers hold that increased productivity is
imperative for the survival of the industry
and that size and use of gangs 1s germane
and must be considered.

It is clear to the members of the Board
that the parties have not engaged In produe-
tive bargaining over the subjects which
separate them. BSince both parties profess
a willingness and desire to reach an agree-
ment, there should be a way for them to get
together. The problems which these parties
face are difficult but not insuperable.

In four previous situations boards ap-
pointed by the President have found that
work stoppages in the longshore industry
have created emergencles. The widespread
impact in all the major ports creates an
intolerable condition which necessitates re-
sumption of work and an early settlement of
the dispute.

If, as both partles insist, there is a gen-
ulne desire to reach an agreement, that ob-
Jective can be realized. This Board stands
ready to comply with the President's request
that it work with the Federal Medlation and
Conciliation Service in mediation efforts to
resolve the dispute, but it should be under-
stood that the primary responsibility rests
with the parties.

Respectfully submitted.

VernOoN H. JENSEN

ROBERT L. StUTZ

RoBeeN W. FLEMING,
Chairman.

APPENDIX O

Seconp REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT ON THE
LaBor DISPUTE INVOLVING THE INTERNA-
TIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S ASSOCIATION AND
THE MARITIME INDUSTRY ON THE ATLANTIC
AND GULF CoAST BY BOARD OF INQUIRY CRE-
ATED BY EXECUTIVE OrDER NoO. 11054, DATED
Ocroeer 1, 1962

(Robben W. Fleming, Chairman; Vernon H.
Jensen, Robert L. Stuta)

WasHINGTON, D.C,,
December 3, 1962,
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Transmitted herewith
is the second report of the Board of Inquiry
appointed by you on October 1, 1962, pur-
suant to Executive Order No. 11054 and sec-
tlon 206 of the Labor Management Relatlons
Act, 1947,

Respectfully,
Roseen W. FLEMING,
Chairman.
VernOoN H. JENSEN,
Member,
Roserr L. StUTs,
Member,
Jack R. GEORGE,
Ezxecutive Secretary.

REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT
I. INTRODUCTION

This Board of Inquiry was created by the
President under Executive Order No. 11054
to look into the facts surrounding the dis-
pute between the International Longshore-
men's Assoclation and the steamship com-
panies, contracting stevedores, contracting
marine carpenters, lighterage operators and
other employers engaged in related or asso-
clated pler activities in all Atlantic and gulf
ports from Maine to Texas. Our initial re-
port was filed on October 4, 1962. There-
after the Attorney General sought and ob-
tained an injunction against continuation of
the work stoppage which was underway.
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The injunction (which remains in effect for
80 days) will expire on December 23, 1962.

The Board 1s required by statute to report
to the President, at the end of a 60-day
period following issuance of the injunction,
on the current positions of the parties and
the efforts which have been made for settle-
ment. The Board must also Include a state-
ment by each party of its position and a
statement of the employer's last offer of
settlement.

II. EFFORTS TOWARD SETTLEMENT

When it was appointed, the President asked
the Board of Inquiry, working with the Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Service, to
attempt to mediate the dispute. Toward
that end the Board members met with the
partlies jJointly and separately on October
16, 17, 24, 25, 80, and 31. In all of the
meetings the parties remained adamant in
their respective positions. The employers
insisted that they must have rellef on the
utilization of manpower. The union insist-
ed that this issue be withdrawn as a condi-
tion precedent to further bargaining. Faced
with this impasse, on October 30 the Board
made a procedural proposal to the parties
for getting ng underway. The pro-
posal embodied the following four points.

1. That both sides defer bargaining de-
mands which directly related to the use and
security of manpower. Specifically, this
meant that the employers should defer de-
mands for changes in gang slzes and more
flexible use of manpower, while the union
should defer its demand for the 6-hour
guaranteed day and severance pay.

2. Following withdrawal of the above items
the parties should negotiate a 3-year con-
tract, retroactive to October 1, 1962.

3. That there should be a five-man specilal
committee, composed of two representatives
from each side and one neutral, who would
act as chairman and who would be mutually
selected by the parties.

4, That the special committee should be
charged with the responsibility for conduct-
ing a study on the use and security of man-
power and for making recommendations to
the parties. BSuch recommendations would
be rendered not later than October 1, 1963,
and would thereafter be the subject of nego-
tiation between the parties for a period of
80 days. If at the end of 30 days the
parties were unable to reach an agreement
either side could, on 60 days’ notice, termi-
nate the contract.

On October 31, 1062, both sldes rejected the
Board's procedural proposal, and neither ad-
vanced an alternative which differed in any
material respect from its previous position.
In accordance with an agreement with the
Federal Medlation and Conciliation Service,
the Board then announced that for the time
belng there appeared to be no purpose in
further meetings under the auspices of the
Board, and that additional sesslons would
be scheduled by the Federal Mediation and
Concillation Service.

On November 7, 1962, Deputy Director
Moore, fFeneral Counsel Schmertz, Special
Assistant to the Director Bchlossberg, Mari-
time Coordinator Burke, and other commis-
sioners met with the parties. Since then the
record shows that there have been meet-
ings in New York on November 8, 9, 13, 14,
15, 16, 18, 20, and 27, and that meetings are
still being conducted as this report is be-
ing written. In addition, there have been
meetings In various of the other ports and
such meetings are continuing. In the course
of these sessions the parties have stated their
positions more fully than at any previous
time, but there has been little progress to-
ward agreement.

On November 27, in response to a request
from this Board, the employers prepared and
submitted “last offers” on which the em-
ployees must vote within the next 15 days.
In the case of the key New York Shipping
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Assoclation offer, the union has already ad-
vised the Association that it will recom-
mend to its members that they vote disap-
proval.

III. CURRENT POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES

The current positions of the parties are
not substantially different from what they
have been during the past 6 months. From
the outset attention was focused, as in the
past, on the master agreement between the
New York Shipping Association and the
union. This was because both parties rec-
ognized the pattern-setting potential of the
New York contract, even though it di@ not
directly apply outside the North Atlantic
area. Unfortunately, these mnegotiations
foundered almost immediately on the man-
power issue and did not even extend to clas-
gifications other than longshoremen. The
result has been that there has been no

ess in New York. Local negotiations,
both in the Atlantic area and up and down
the coasts, have been perfunctory or held
in abeyance. Many of these negotiations
involve formidable issues which will in no
way be resolved by the eventual outcome
in New York.

The statements of position of the parties
and the “last offers” are attached to and
made a part of this report.

Following the employee vote on the em-
ployers' last offer cnly a few days will remain
before the Attorney General shall move the
court to discharge the injunction. It can
be sald with virtual certainty that this is
not sufficient time within which to negotiate
the many complicated issues which must be
resolved before this dispute is ended.

Respectfully submitted.

VErNON H. JENSEN.

Rosert L. STUTE.

RoeeeN W. FLEMING,
Chairman.

APPENDIX D
RECOMMENDATION FOR SETTLEMENT OF THE
DispuTeE BETWEEN THE NEW YORK SHIPPING
ASSOCIATION AND THE ATLANTIC CoAsT Dis-
TRICT, INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S AS-
SOCIATION, AFL-CIO, DECEMEBER 19, 1962

‘The labor dispute in the longshore indus-
try threatens a complete shutdown of ship-
ping through all east coast and gulf ports on
Bunday, December 23, unless agreement be-
tween the parties is reached prior to that
time.

Such a shutdown would cripple the coun-
try. The threatened loss of revenue by the
industry and of earnings by the employees
would be only a small part of the injury to
the public as a whole.

A vote has been taken among the em-
ployees on the industry's last offer. This
vote was completed, in accordance with the
law yesterday, December 18. The results
have not yet been completely tabulated or
reported. Indications are, however, that this
vote will result in a rejection of the offer.
The time remaining for settlement is so
gshort—4 days now—that other possibilities
of settlement must be fully explored.

Collective bargaining has so far failed
completely in this case. Agreement has not
been reached on any of the numerous issues
which are in dispute.

The reason for this breakdown is that
there has been a complete stalemat~ on the
major issue in dispute. In reviewing the
many meetings between the parties since
they started exchanging demands last June,
it is clear that their inability to get to the
point of serious discussion of contract terms
stems from & common problem. The prob-
lem, in general terms, is this:

The industry is properly concerned about
how to permit the employers to introduce
improved cargo handling methods and equip-
ment and to Improve efficiency through bet~
ter utilization of manpower.
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The union is properly concerned about
how to protect job opportunities and indi-
vidual security for longshoremen, increase
their earning capacity, and insure their par-
ticipation in the benefits ox any improved
operation.

These problems have developed over many
years. They are not susceptible to short
answers. Legltimate consideration of operat-
ing economy and efficiency must be taken
into account along with equally legitimate
consideration of job rights and equities.
Similar problems in other Industries have
been met only by careful and responsible
study and review over an extended period of
time, usually with the assistance of expe-
rienced, neutral third persons.

It is clear from what has happened the
past several months that the problems
faced by this industry cannot be successfully
negotiated on the basis of the situation as
it exists today. Careful study and discus-
sion outside the pressures of contract bar-
gaining are the only sensible approach.

We, therefore, make the following recom-
mendations for resolving this dispute:

1. That it be agreed by the parties that all
manpower utilization and job security is-
sues be referred to a manpower utilization
and job security committee for study, report,
and recommendation, in accordance with the
following procedure:

(a) The committee shall be composed of
an equal number of representatives of each
party and a neutral chairman to be selected
by the parties or to be appointed by the Sec-
retary of Labor and the Director of the Fed-
eral Médlation and Conclliation Service after
consultation with the parties; with the un-
derstanding that the chairman is to be a
person of Independent stature, experienced
in such matters;

(b) The committee to be authorized to
conduet such research and study as may be
necessary or advisable. In this connection
the Department of Labor, the Department of
Commerce, the Maritime Commission, the
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service,
and other appropriate Government agencies
upon request will provide assistance to the
committee

{c) That this committee will report its
findings and recommendations to the parties
on or before August 1, 1963.

2. That the parties proceed immediately,
with the assistance of the Secretary of Labor
and the Director of the Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Service to negotiate a set-
tlement of all remaining issues in dispute, to
be included in a contract for the period from
October 1, 1962, to Beptember 30, 1963.

3. That immediately upon receipt of the
committee’s report and recommendations on
or before August 1, 1963, negotiations for a
renewal contract be undertaken by the
parties. If agreement has not been reached
after 30 days of such negotiations the De-
partment of Labor and the Federal Media-
tion and Conciliation Service will be asked
to participate, either personally by the Sec-
retary of Labor and the Director of the
Bervice or through their specially designated
representatives, in the negotiations for the
purpose of assuring, so far as this is possible,
the completion of a new agreement on or
before September 30, 1963; and with the
further understanding that the Secretary
and the Director may recommend to the
parties special procedures for the reaching of
agreement on new contract terms.

We urge the parties to accept this recom-
mendation and to report their acceptance to
the earliest possible time. We stand ready
to meet with either party for such clarifica-
tion or discussion of this recommendation as
they may request.

‘This proposal is made from the conviction
that what is at stake here iz the service of
the interests of the parties, the protection of
the welfare of the country, and the proving
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of the validity of free collective bargaining
as the method of settling labor disputes in
this industry. We urge that it be consid-
ered with equal seriousness by both parties
to this controversy.
WiLLarp E, Wiz,
Secretary of Labor,
Wmniam E, SIMEIN,
Director, Federal Mediation and Conecili-
ation Service.

APPENDIX E

DECEMBER 23, 1962,

Capt. Wirriam V. BRADLEY,

President, International Longshoremen’s As-
sociation AFL-CIO, New York, N.¥.

Mr. THoMAS W. GLEASON,

President, Atlantic Coast District, Interna-
tional Longshoremen’s Association AFL—
CIO, New York, N.Y.

Mr. VINCENT BARNETT,

President, New York Shipping Association,
New York, N.Y.

Mr. ALEXANDER P, CHOPIN,

Chairman, New York Shipping Association,
New York, NY.:

The Secretary of Labor has just reported
to me the breakdown of negotiations be-
tween the parties to the longshore dispute.

He advises me that it has proved Im-
possible to resolve the key manpower utili-
zation, employee job security, and other
related issues because of the lack of an ade-
quate study of the conditions giving rise
to these issues; that both parties
the need for such a study and are willing
to postpone final settlement of these issues;
but that there is disagreement about the
time such a study will require.

As a result of months of disagreement
about this group of issues, there has been
virtually no bargaining, and therefore no
agreement, about other contract issues.

The national welfare demands that every
possible effort be made to prevent the shut-
down of longshore operations at all east coast
and gulf ports. It would choke the economy
and cut the Natlon's lifelines with the rest
of the world.

I therefore propose, in the national in-
terest, that the parties agree to accept the
following procedure:

1. That all disputed manpower utilization,
job security, and related issues be referred
to a study which I shall direct the SBecretary
of Labor to undertake at the earliest pos-
sible time.

2. That all other disputed contract issues,
including the question of contract period, be
presented to a board composed of Judge
Harold R. Medina, of New York City, chair-
man; Emanuel Stein, of Long Beach, Long
Island; and James C. Hill, of Pelham, N.Y.,
which I am appointing for this purpose; this
board to hold hearings on these issues and
questions, to make recommendations to the
parties regarding them on or before Feb-
ruary 15, 1963, and to assist the parties in
reaching agreement on these issues and ques-
tions.

3, That operations be continued under
present employment terms and conditions
for a period of 90 days.

I request that you advise me, through the
Secretary of Labor, at 12 o'clock, noon, today,
December 23, regarding your acceptance of
this proposal which the national interest so
urgently demands.

JoHN F. KENNEDY.

APPENDIX F
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

THE WHITE HOUSE,
January 16, 1963.
This is the 24th day of virtually complete
shutdown of all Atlantic and gulf coast
ports resulting from the strike by the Inter-
national Longshoremen's Assoclation,
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This shutdown is doing intolerable injury
to the national welfare. Hundreds of ships
are immobllized. Over 100,000 longshore and
maritime workers are idle. Economic losses
to the Natlon are running at a rate of mil-
lions of dollars a day. BSerlous damage is
being done the U.S. dollar balance. Vital
foreign ald and relief shipments are blocked.
The lifeline between Puerto Rico and the
mainline has been cut; and commerce im-
perative to the economie well-being of the
free world is disrupted.

All statutory procedures have been ex-
hausted in this case. The present strike
started on December 23, 1962, with the end-
ing of the 80-day injunction period provided
for in the Labor Management Relations Act.
Intensive mediation sinece that time by the
Secretary of Labor and the Federal Media-
tion and Conciliation Service has been un-
availing.

The point of public toleration of this situ-
ation has been passed. If this case cannot
be settled by private action, then further
public action is required.

I am accordingly establishing today a spe-
clal Board comy of three men with dis-

ed experience in industrial relations:
Wayne Morse, Chairman, James J. Healy, and
Theodore Kheel., I am charging the Board
with the responsibility of making a neces-
sarily quick and summary investigation and
review of this controversy, and the prospects
for its prompt settlement without further
injury to the public interest, reporting to
me no later than January 21, 5 days from
today.

This Board will ask representatives of
the parties to meet with them. If it can
assist them, by mediation or recommenda-
tion, to reach an agreement consistent with
their mutual interests and the public in-
terest, this will constitute the most satis-
factory disposition of this case.

If such an agreement is not reached, I
am asking the Board to recommend a pro-
cedure which will assure an immediate re-
sumption of operations at these ports and
a settlement of this dispute on a basis and
by a procedure limited to the circumstances
of this particular situation.

Following receipt of the Board's recom-
mendations, I shall report to the Congress
under section 210 of the Labor Management
Relations Act, which requires in situations
such as this a report by the President to the
Congress, including “such recommendations
as (the President) may see fit to make for
consideration and appropriate action.”

I call upon the parties to this dispute to
exercise their responsibilities, not only as
representatives of the private interests in-
volved in this controversy, but also as stew-
ards of the essential institution of free col-
lective bargaining.

APPENDIX G
STATEMENT BY THE MEDIATORS

It is imperative that this dispute be settled
quickly. The impact of the strike extends
far beyond the parties immediately involved.
The economic well-being of the country is
being seriously impaired, innocent parties
irreparably harmed, and the economies of
many of our allies in the free world injured.

Several million Americans owe their live-
lihood to forelgn trade, much of which has
stopped, impalring jobs as well as our vital
dollar balance. Millions of dollars are being
lost dally; tens of thousands of American
workers have lost jobs. Others face unem-
ployment unless shipping is resumed at once.

There are 556 ships tied up due to the
strike—100,000 longshoremen, and American
and foreign seamen are idle in our ports.
There are an estimated 20,000 boxcars backed
up along the Atlantic and gulf coasts. Ten
thousand truckdrivers in the New York area,
alone, are without work
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A shortage of raw materials, such as jute,
wool, and other materials, has caused plants
in many parts of the country to cut produc-
tion and lay off workers. The prices for
foods and many other imported commodities
have increased. The supply of sugar is run-
ning short immediately threatening the jobs
of 10,000 refinery workers.

The pinch is being felt in Puerto Rico
where unemployment is increasing daily.

These are but a few of the very many eco-
nomiec disjointures caused by this maritime
tle-up. Therefore, the Board urges the par-
ties to reach whatever understandings are
necessary so that the ships will start moving
at the earliest possible moment.

1t is against this background that we have
advanced our proposal to assist the parties
in reaching an agreement. This proposal
has grown out of our mediation efforts. It
is based on extensive discussions with the
parties and information they have supplied
us.

Our recommendations on wages and fringe
benefits necessarily take into account in-
equities existing between employees in this
industry and those in other related indus-
tries and area groups.

‘We wish, however, to emphasize our strong
belief that the capacity of this industry to
support wages and benefits to which the em-
ployees are entitled cannot continue with-
out serious impairment in the absence of
marked Improvements in manpower utiliza-
tion. It is for that reason that the Board
calls to the attention of the parties the im-
portance of implementing at the earliest
possible date the findings growing out of the
manpower study.

We wish, also, to emphasize the dual scope
of the study in its related aspect of job
security since this is of critical importance
in connection with the elimination of ineffi-
cient manpower utilization.

MEDIATORS' PROPOSAL

On January 16, 1963, the President of the
United States appointed a special Board to
investigate and review the pending strike
involving the International Longshoremen's
Association and varlous employer assocla-
tions, In his statement, the President in-
cluded the following mandate:

“This Board will ask representatives of
the parties to meet with them. If it can
assist them, by mediation or recommenda-
tion, to reach an agreement consistent with
their mutual interests and the public inter-
est, this will constitute the most satisfactory
disposition of this case.”

In keeping with these instruetions from
the President, the Board engaged in inten-
sive mediation efforts, including the sugges-
tion to the parties that mediation proposals
be submitted to them by the Board. Both
parties agreed to this procedural proposal.

Accordingly, the Board recommends to the
parties that they enter immediately into
the attached memorandum of settlement,
which will serve as the basis for resolution of
all pending issues in dispute in the North
Atlantic district and will permit prompt
resumption of work there and lead quickly
to a settlement in all other areas.

With respect to the South Atlantic and
gulf ports, the Board recommends that the
parties return immediately to their respective
ports to resume negotiations to bring this
dispute to a swift conclusion. The Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Service stands
ready to assist the parties In every way pos-
sible in their eflorts to conclude satis-
factory, negotiated agreements, and the
Board has requested the Director of the
Service to advise this Board continuously of
the parties' progress toward the gquick resolu-
tion of outstanding differences.

JAMES J. HEALY,

TrEODORE W. KHEEL,

‘WaYNE MORSE,
Chairman.
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MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT

Memorandum of settlement, made the 20th
day of January 1963, covering the following
labor contracts to be made by the employer-
members of the New York Shipping Assocl-
ation, Ine,, and the International Longshore-
men's Assoclation and its affiliated locals for
the port of Greater New York: General cargo
agreement; cargo repairmen agreement;
checkers agreement; clerking agreement;
general maintenance, mechanical, and mis-
cellaneous workers agreement; horse and
cattle fitters, grain cetlers, and marine car-
penters agreement.

The parties agree that the agreements pre-
viously in effect in New York and which
expired on September 30, 1962, shall be ex-
tended for a term of 2 years, or, namely, un-
til September 30, 1964, with the following
changes only:

1. The basic wage scale shall be increased
as follows: (a) 15 cents per man-hour
worked, effective October 1, 1962; (b) 8 cents
ggersamm-hour worked, effective October 1,

2. Pension: The employers shall increase
their contribution to the pension fund as
follows: (a) 4 cents per man-hour worked,
effective October 1, 1962; (b) 5 cents per
man-hour worked, effective October 1, 1963.

It is the Board’s judgment that this two-
step adjustment In pension contributions
will insure the following pension benefits
for the New York port, such benefits to be-
come effective October 1, 1963: (1) An In-
crease of pension to $100 per month; (2) an
extension of this improved pension to per-
sons now or about to be retired; (3) an in-
crease in the death benefit by $500; (4)
establishment of vested pension rights after
25 years’ service.

It is relevant that the two-step adjust-
ment in pension contributions will help to
place the fund on a sound actuarial basis so
that future charges for catchup may be
avolded. Of the 9-cent adjustment, 3 cents
is needed to support the existing level of
benefits and 1s not for increased benefits.

3. Medical care provisions:

(a) At the present time 15 cents per hour
is contributed by the employers for and in-
sured health and welfare program. In addi-
tion, 6 cents per hour is contributed by them
for the operation of clinics. It is the Board’s
bellef that the medical service for longshore-
men and their families could and should be
more comprehensive and uniform in the
level of benefits, At the same time, it is
believed that these goals could be achieved
in large part by a more effective use of
present contributions,

Therefore, the Board recommends that the
parties promptly undertake a study of their
entire medical care program by engaging
mutually accepted authority or authorities
in this fleld who will submit recommenda-
tions for consideration by the parties. The
results of such a study should be available
before the end of the first contract year.

(b) Given the foregoing recommendation,
the Board believes that the following ad-
Justments in this area are indicated at this
time:

(1) Clinie: An increase in the employer
contribution by 2 cents per hour. in-
crease, to be effective October 1, 1962, shall
cease on October 1, 1963.

(2) Health and welfare: An increase of
21 cents per hour, effective the date of the
signing of the agreement.

The trustees of these funds may elect to
improve benefits immediately to the extent
possible by these adjustments or they may
wish to await the outcome of the study be-
fore utilizing the additional contributions.

4. Holidays: One additional pald holiday
shall be granted during the second year of
the contract. The holiday to be designated
is to be agreed to by the partles or, if no
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agreement is reached, the matter will be
submitted to the grievance machinery.

5. Joint management of welfare and pen-
slon funds: With respect to the joint man-
agement of welfare and pension funds, the
Board notes that such joint management,
with procedures for the resolution of dis-
agreements between the trustees, is provided
by the Labor Management Relations Act.

6. Manpower utilization and job security
study: The parties agree to a study by the
Department of Labor under the direction of
the Secretary of Labor of the problems of
manpower utilization, job security, and all
other related issues which affect the long-
sghore Industry. The study should be a com-
prehensive one of manpower utilization-job
security, including an analysis of and find-
ings with respect to gang size, work-force
flexibility, severance pay, register closing, au-
tomation, and such other manpower utiliza-
tion-job security items as the Secretary of
Labor shall determine.

The Board envisages, and the Secretary of
Labor has agreed, that similar services will
be available to other ports with manpower
utilization-job security problems. In de-
termining the scope of the study, the Secre-
tary will be guided by advisory panels to be
selected by each party.

Upon the completion of the study, the par-
ties shall bargain with respect to the imple-
mentation of the findings of the Department
of Labor. If the parties have been unable to
reach a mutually satisfactory agreement by
July 81, 1964, the parties shall select a neu-
tral board to study the areas of disagreement
and to make recommendations for resolving
any remaining differences in a manner con-
sistent with the findings of the Department
of Labor and the interests of the parties.

7. By their execution of this memorandum,
the parties hereto agree that all issues be-
tween them have been completely settled and
that the memorandum is subject to no con-
dition other than ratification by their re-
spective memberships.

8. Master contract: The provisions above
which relate to wages, hours, the amounts of
contributions for welfare and pension bene-
fits (but not the benefits to be provided by
different welfare and pension plans) and the
term of the collective agreements are agreed
to and shall apply to the master contract for
North Atlantic ports to Hampton Roads, Va.

Except as modified by the above, all of the
terms in the contracts which expired Sep-
tember 30, 1962, shall be embodied in the
agreements.

APPENDIX H

THE WHITE HOUSE,
January 21, 1963.

The President met this noon with the Spe-
clal Mediation Board which he appointed
last Wednesday in the longshore case.

Chairman Wayne Morse and Board Mem-
bers James Healy and Theodore Kheel in-
formed the President of the mediators’ pro-
posal which they submitted yesterday to the
New York Shipping Assoclation and the In-
ternational Longshoremen’s Association.

The union has accepted this proposal, sub-
Ject to ratification by the membership. The
Shipping Association Labor Pollcy Commit-
tee is meeting in New York this afternoon
to vote on the mediation proposal and will
submit it to the association membership to-
morrow.

The President expressed his great apprecia-
tion to Senator Morse, Professor Healy, and
Mr. Kheel for their intensive and construe-
tive medlation efforts in this case, and asked
that they continue their function until full
and final agreement is reached,

The President requested the Board to urge
upon the parties the imperative public in-
terest in the Immediate settlement of this
controversy both in the port of New York
and the other Atlantic and gulf coast ports.
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ArPENDIX I

Employers’ breakdown of union demands as
of Jan. 6, 1963—Additional costs per
straight-line hour above—Current expend-
itures on wages and fringes

[In cents]

1st 2d
year | year
Wagesi__ = 150 | 26.0
Pensions ... ... 0.0 9.0
Welfare (including major medical) 2. ______ 8.0 8.0
“linje g 3.0 3.0
4 new holidays (plus new rate for 8 holi-
days).... el com g 7.3 8.0
4-week vacation (plus new rate for existing
PRt iR e e 6.1 dol
8-hour day o 32.6 | 33.5
Total, straight-time cost 4____.______ BLO| 94.6
Additional overtime costs plos payroll
taxes, insorance, ete. . o ....] 5.0 8.5
Total. i 86.0 | 103.1

1 8ince 25 percent of all man-hours worked are over-
time hours, the 15-cent wage increase would actually
amount to 17 cents the 1st year, and the 26-cent increase
the 2d year would cost 29.25 cents.

* Union accepts a figure submitted by Profl. James
Healy as being nccurate but demands employers must

tee contributions on the basis of 43,000,000 man-
Ours a year.

¥ Assumes 4th week of vacation applicable to men

wig?ﬂlb years of service and that 13,500 men would
ualily.

4 4 All annual costs were divided by 41,000,000 man-
hours to get an accurate cents-per-hour cost.

APPENDIX J
North Atlantic Longshore mediation proposal
[In cents]

In- In-
creased creased
cost of cost of

Changes|1st year|Changes {2d year

1st year | over |2d year | over

exist- exist-

ing ing
contract jcontract

(preseat
base is $3.02) +15 15 +9 24
Pensions....... i +4 4 -+5

Catehup ! ‘Hliﬁ ESL (0) 13}

For new benefits_ +1 1 +5 6)
Health and welfare_ +2 2 0 214

Obndes., o s +2 2 -2 0
0 0 +134 134

+2344 2814 +13l4 37

+15 15 +9 24

+8} 84 44 13

+514 514 +414 10

1 Ndeoossary to make old schedule of benefits actuarially
sound,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on page

4 of the report to the President we say:
II. THE SPECIAL BOARD

The Special Board was appointed January
16, 1963, and convened in New York the next
morning. Early in the day the Board met
first with the 18-man bargaining committee
for the NYSA and then with the full 125-
man union bargaining committee in order
to ascertain the positions of the parties.

Many times representatives of more
than 18 shipowners were present.

The Board confirmed the existence of the
conditional agreement to submit the man-
power utilization and Job security issues to
the Secretary of Labor for study by the De-
partment of Labor. The NYSA reaffirmed its
offer of 22 cents and indicated its willing-
ness to bargaln from that figure if conces-
sions were forthcoming from the union. The
union, on the other hand, insisted that its
demands were reasonable and that they be
met in full.

Throughout Thursday, Friday, Saturday,
and Sunday morning, the Board, both as a
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board and individually, met repeatedly with
both full committees, with the leaders of
both committees, with union and employer
representatives from the South Atlantic and
gulf ports and the respective FMCS media-
tors, and with various ILA craft leaders from
the port of New York. The Board was thus
fully apprised not only of the problems in
connection with the negotiation of a new
master contract but also of the local issues in
New York and the underlying issues in the
southern ports.

In each encounter the Board attempted
to ferret out the true positions of the par-
ties and to impress upon the parties the ad-
vantage of a bargained agreement and the
need to arrive at a conscionable compromise.
Each union demand was scrutinized to deter-
mine if the benefits desired could be
purchased more cheaply than had been esti-
mated. Out of this probing came an agree-
ment to select a qualified authority or
authorities in the health and welfare area
to study the existing medical care program
in order to determine if benefits could be
increased or costs reduced.

These meetings failed, however, to pro-
duce any shift in the parties' basic positions.
The union demands remained at the em-
ployer-estimated $1.031, the employers’ offer
at 22 cents. The union was adamant in its
determination to secure its entire package;
the employers refused to indicate the
amount of “give” in their position.

Although it was clear that both parties
would need to make concessions if Atlantic
and gulf coast shipping were to resume and
although it was clear that at some point, in
some manner, such shipping would resume,
neither party would formally or informally
alter its position. The NYSA, though indi-
cating that it had not made its last offer,
stated that it refused to be “inched up” any
higher unless there were substantial union
concessions. The union, indlcating that it
had already pared considerably its original
demands, stated that it considered its de-
mands to be reasonable in light of other
agreements which had been reached in the
maritime industry and in the Greater New
York area.

SBince neither party would, or felt that it
could, initiate a move to close the existing
gap, the stalemate could be broken only by
an outside proposal. Late Baturday, there-
fore, after all efforts to induce the parties
to modify their positions had failed, the
Board indicated its intention to make a
medlators' proposal on SBunday. Both par-
ties, recognizing the dilemma posed by the
existing deadlock, encouraged this procedure.

Mr. President, we talked with the
parties at length about that. We said,
“We want you to understand that we
have no desire to impose upon you an
offer if you do not want us to make it;
but we also want you to know that we
have an obligation to return to the
President on Monday and make recom-
mendations to him as to how we think
this case ought to be settled in order to
get the ships moving.” It was costing
the industry $25 million a day, and it
was costing the American people several
times that amount. That was the eco-
nomic dilemma faced by the parties and
faced by the Board.

I resume reading from our report:

Indeed, In discussions with the parties
concerning the proper function of the Board,
both agreed that it was not only proper for
the Board to make such a proposal but that
no other alternative existed.

In formulating our mediators’ proposal,
the Board was guided by a number of cri-
teria: the national interest in securing an
immediate resumption in shipping; an esti-
mate of the settlement the parties would
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have made had collective bargaining not
become stymled; and the guideposts for non-
inflationary wage behavior formulated by the
President's Councll of Economic Advisers.
Additionally, industry and regional inequi-
ties had to be considered. None of these,
however, are capable of being employed with
mathematical precision; *“no simple test

They had to be considered within the
guidelines. If the critics who are falsely
charging that this settlement violated
the President’s guidelines for anti-infla-
tionary control would only read the re-
port with respect to the guidelines, they
would not talk so much nonsense, for the
report is clearly within the guidelines of
the President.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I desire to give the Senator
from Oregon ample time in which to
finish his speech. I was wondering how
much longer he would speak.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I will
make a deal. I will make a mediation
deal. I shall not take more than 10 min-
utes. However, I should like to have the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE] have
an opportunity to respond.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. MORSE. I am almost finished.
I wish to speak about guidelines.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I de-
sired to reply to some remarks made by
a Member of the other body, and I wanted
to proceed as soon as I could.

Mr. MORSE. I simply cannot tell the
Senator from Delaware how much I ap-
preciate his courtesy in yielding to me
at this time.

Returning to my discussion of the
guidelines, Mr. President, the Board has
been unfairly criticized by such period-
icals as Time, U.S. News & World Report,
and Newsweek, whose editors obviously
did not spend an hour in doing their
bookwork. Had they done their book-
work, they would not have charged the
Board with violating the inflationary
guideposts or guidelines. In fact, their
stories and those of a good many other
editors indicate, apparently, that they
have never even read the report of the
Council of Economic Advisers, in which
so-called inflationary control guidelines
were established, because the report it-
self makes it very clear that these are
very general guidelines; they are not
specific guidelines. No blueprint of in-
flationary control in respect to wages has
been handed down by this administra-
tion.

I will

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF RULE
XXV—SENATE RESOLUTION 90

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Govery in the chair). The hour of 2
o'clock having arrived, under the rule
Senate Resolution 90, to amend rule
XXV, coming over from yesterday, goes
to the calendar; but a motion to pro-
ceed to its further consideration is now
in order.

POINT OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, contin-
uing the discussion of my point of per-
sonal privilege, I desire to make it very
clear that under the so-called inflation-
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ary control guidelines, the parties to a
labor dispute, a board of mediation in a
labor dispute, or a board of arbitration
in a labor disputfe have not only the au-
thority but also the clear duty to con-
sider inequities in the industry before
they proceed to apply any formula in-
volving so-called general guidelines.

That is elemental in the settlement of
labor disputes. The doctrine of clear-
ing up inequities prevailed throughout
the war. When the country was at war,
the War Labor Board, of which I was a
member, always looked to see whether
any so-called inequities had to be ironed
out first.

I think I can illustrate this point if
we assume an absurd hypothetical situa-
tion. Today the lowest paid workers in
the country are probably the laundry
workers; thousands of them receive from
53 to 60 cents an hour, in areas where
the color of their skins is, for the most
part, black. Let us assume, as a hypo-
thetical case, that all the laundry work-
ers in the United States went on strike,
and that the doctors, the hospitals, the
restaurants and the schools—needing
clean laundry for purposes of health and
food and sanitation—pleaded with the
President to recognize that the nation-
wide laundry strike created a national
emergency, and asked that the Taft-
Hartley Act provisions be applied to it.
Let us assume that the President agreed,
and that the Taft-Hartley Act provisions
were applied to it. Suppose that those
procedures ran their course, and that
after the 80 days called for by the Taft-
Hartley Act, the laundry workers again
went on strike—as they would then be
free to do—and that the President ap-
pointed a special board of mediation, as
he did in the case of the east cocast dock-
workers strike. The first responsibility
of the board appointed to deal with the
wage issue would be to determine
whether gross inequities existed in the
industry, and, if so, to make some adjust-
ment of them. There is no way of know-
ing how much adjustment would then
be made. But if any was made, I would
say it would not be improbable that the
board would first make an adjustment
to 75 cents an hour. It could not elim-
inate all at once the gap between 53 to
60 cents an hour and say $1 to $1.25 an
hour; but it could narrow the gap.
Then, in addition to eliminating some
of that inequity, the board would apply
the so-called inflationary guidelines.

I did that, when I sat on the War La-
bor Board, in well over 200 opinions
which I wrote, and which were either
unanimously approved by the Board or
were approved by a majority. I chal-
lenge any Senator to find a single liti-
gant who appeared in any of the cases
which came up when I was a member of
the War Labor Board and who would
challenge my impartiality or would
claim that I had any dispositions which
would disqualify me from rendering im-
partial judgment on the merits of the
issues—either as a member of the War
Labor Board or as a mediator or as an
arbitrator.

Mr. President, what inequities do we
find in the longshore industry? I have
already pointed out that we find thisis a
shockingly low-paid industry, from the
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standpoint of take-home pay. This in-
dustry is completely dependent for its
operations on the maintenance of a
broad and deep pool of unemployed men.
It is more polite to call it an industry of
casual employment. This industry has
to have a large pool of men out of work
in order to operate. Sometimes they are
able to obtain 2 days of work a week;
sometimes, 3 days of work a week; or, at
rush periods, sometimes they are able to
obtain 4 days or 5 days of work a week.
But when the shipping decreases, they
will go for many days without work.
That is the kind of inequity with which
we had to deal. So we had to look at the
wage pattern in the labor market area
of the east coast.

There has developed since the steel
case a great deal of talk about guideposts
and guidelines in regard to inflationary
control. Yet we find that the west coast
longshoremen received, after the steel
case decision, a wage package settlement
higher than the wage package settlement
this Board recommended to the parties
for the east coast dock strike. If Sena-
tors think that does not create an in-
equity, they do not have the slightest
comprehension of the dynamics of set-
tling labor disputes.

We also found that the New York
truckers received a wage package settle-
ment—and received it since the steel
case decision—higher than the wage
package settlement we offered in this
case. If Senators do not think that does
not create an inequity in the labor
market area, when a group of men who
work on one side of the longshoremen
taking the cargoes to the docks got a
better settlement—then Senators do not
know anything about the dynamies of
settling labor disputes.

We found that the seamen received,
many of them since the steel case deci-
sion, package settlements higher than
the one we are offering the longshoremen
in this case. And we found—as is shown
by our report to the President—that the
median wage settlement negotiated in
major nonmanufacturing industries
during 1962 is higher than the wage pro-
posals we offered in this case.

Mr. President, anyone who does his
bookwork will not attack this Board
on the basis that it violated any infla-
tionary guidelines. On the contrary, we
stayed under them and we corrected—
to a degree—the inequities. We did not
iron all of them out; that never is done
in one case. But we made an improve-
ment. I wish to emphasize that point,
because I think it is too bad that the
press and the periodicals do not give the
people of the country even mathematical
facts.

Then in our report to the President
we say:

The Board approached the application of
these criteria as mediators and not as arbi-
trators. Whereas a board of arbitrators
would be bound to pass upon and resolve
every issue raieed before it, we were able,
as mediators, to dismiss a long list of de-
mands, The imperatives of the situation
made it impossible to consider more than a
master contract. Even so, demands for a
guaranteed 8-hour day, an additional week
of vacation, and Monday morning reporting
pay had to be dismissed along with all the
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demands of a local port nature such as
additional ecleanup time, additional wuni-
forms, a set lunch period, and 5-day week
for checkers attached to the pier roster.

And there were many others.

The Board focused its attention on design-
ing a package which would meet the above
criterla and would be acceptable to both
parties. Prior to fashioning such a package,
it was necessary to examine the factual set-
ting of this bargaining relationship and
especlally to appraise several factors which
strongly influenced this situation.

Mr, President, the entire report will go
into the REcorp.

I close by making this final observation
in regard to what my Board did:

We settled the dispute for a 37-cent
package, Yet there are misinformed
critics, such as the Senator from Ohio,
who keep talking about a 39-cent pack-
age,

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is what it was.

Mr. MORSE. I have tried to figure
out where they get the 39 cents. This is
where I think they probably get it, but
they do not read accurately:

The settlement for the first year is 23%
cents, The settlement for the first year
contains 2 cents an hour for clinics. The
2 cents an hour for clinics was granted
because we found great inefficiency in
the funetioning of the clinics, The em-
ployers had charged dishonesty and cor-
ruption. Before we got through, they
admitted that their charge did not stand

up.

We called in experts to advise with us,
including, incidentally, Professor Healy,
of Harvard Business School, who is rec-
ognized as one of the four or five out-
standing authorities in the country in
regard to welfare, pension, and health
clinic funds. He advised us——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAYH
in the chair). The Chair would like re-
spectfully to advise the Senator from
Oregon that his 10 minutes have ex-
pired.

Mr. MORSE. I am sure that my
friend, the Senator from Delaware, will
give me an additional 2 minutes. This
is my last point.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. We called in experts
from Columbia University Medical
School. Those experts said that if they
could get an additional 2 cents an hour
for 1 year they could use that 2 cents
to reorganize clinics. That is what they
propose to do. The parties have agreed
to do it. They will have experts from
Columbia University Medical School to
help them do the job. At the end of the
year, the 2 cents devoted to that pur-
pose will be dropped. That will leave
13% cents for the second year; 23%
and 13! cents makes 37 cents. There
is not 39 cents in the package at all.

I surmise that what has happened is
that some calculators assume that that
2 cents for clinics would continue into
the second year. That would make 39
cents.

But the table in our report, which
we sent to the Press Gallery, and the in-

formation that the parties gave the pub-

lic shows under “clinics” for the second
year zero, not two.
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I close by saying that it is not pleasant
for me to make this speech. That is
not senaforial talk. We often hear it
said that we use a great deal of so-called

~ senatorial language when we refer to

each other as “distinguished Senators,”
“dear friends,” “good friends,” and so on.
It is said that that is a little gobbledy-
gook. When the Senator from Oregon
and the Senator from Ohio use those
terms, it is not. Although today I have
a very deep disagreement with my
friend from Ohio, for I think yesterday
he did an uncalled-for gross injustice to
my Board, I mean it when I say that my
difference will never affect the very warm
friendship that exists between the
Lausches and the Morses. The Senate
may not know it, but it is one of the
close friendships of the Senate, and I
consider it a dear possession. But when
my friend from Ohio enters into this
area and does the wrong that I consider
he did yesterday, then we meet each other
on straight professional grounds in the
Senate, Senator to Senator; for I do not
intend to let the Senator from Ohio or
any other Member of this body do an in-
justice to my Board and thereby also do
an injustice to my President.

I can tell the Senate that the Presi-
dent of the United States is highly
pleased with the work his Board did. He
is highly gratified over the settlement,
and shares the Board's analysis of its
economics and its mathematics. I do
not intend to permit the Senator from
Ohio or any other Senator to make state-
ments on the floor that cannot be squared
with the facts, and thereby do an in-
justice to my Board and to my President.

I thank the Senator from Delaware
most sincerely for his courtesy.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

The PRESIDING
the Senator from Delaware yield to the
Senator from Ohio?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yleld

to the Senator from Ohio under the cir- .

cumstances.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Oregon for
his generous expression about the rela-
tionship of the Lausche family with the
Morse family. I can truthfully restate
that thought and say that I have con-
stantly enjoyed my association with the
Senator and Mrs. Morse. I am quite
sure that if Mrs. Lausche were present,
she would make a similar expression.
Mrs. Lausche has told me of the numer-
ous times she and Mrs. Morse have been
together in the gallery, and in a unison
of compassion between them, they looked
down upon the contest in which the Sen-
ator from Oregon and I, in equal thought,
were engaged.

In my statement yesterday I said to
the Senate:

I have implicit confidence in the integrity
and veracity of the senior Senator from
Oregon. However, he has p tions
and he has 1dsologlau and in my opinion the
predisposition which he had, in spite of his

truthfulness, made it impossible for him to
be what one might call
arbitrator.

By those words I meant no reflection

an Iimpartial

upon the integrity of the Senator from

OFFICER. Does
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Oregon. However, I have had experience
in life, and I know that to a greater or
lesser degree we are all burdened with
predispositions. I believe it was Mark
Twain who gave answer to one who
thought that Mark Twain’s wife was not
of lovely appearance. Mark Twain said:

If you could only see her through my eyes.

That which we have within us fre-
quently overpowers our reasoning, and
while we think we are acting objectively
and impartially, the fact is that we are
deep slaves to our ideologies and predis-
positions. I frankly say to the Senator
from Oregon that if I were trying a law-
suit and trying to select a jury which
I not only wanted to be fair and objec-
tive, but also one that I thought could
be fair and objective, overpowering the
will that frequently operates with inex-
orable force, I would not choose the Sen-
ator from Oregon to be on that jury in
a case of that type.

I do not retreat from what I said.

And I do not blame the Senator from
Oregon for this. He was asked to serve
on the Board. He did not petition for
the job. When he was asked to serve,
I can see that there was no other course
for him than to accept.

The argument was made that this was
a board of mediation and not of arbitra-
tion. When one looks at the form of the
words used—the application given to the
Board—one construes it to be a board
of mediation, but when one looks at the
substance as distinguished from the
form, I respectfully submit that it was a
board of arbitration, because what the
board recommended, having the Presi-
dent’s aegis, was tantamount to an
order. There was no opportunity to re-
ject on the ground that it was mediation.

I do not want to yield to the Senator
from Oregon about the depth of knowl-
edge about law. He was the dean of a law
school, and I respectfully submit that I
taught law for 8 years, and one of the
subjects I taught was equity. The sub-
ject of arbitration, as the Senator from
Oregon knows, comes primarily within
the law of equity. So I know the mean-
ings of terms. I know the distinction be-
tween arbitration and mediation.

When I speak of the substance and the
spirit of what was done under the ecir-
cumstances being arbitration, I cannot
help thinking of the rule in equity about
a deed. A deed is given by the owner of
property to a lender, and the deed given
constitutes an absolute conveyance, but
it was intended only as the security for
a debt. Well, the form is a deed, but the
substance is a mortgage.

In this instance the form was media-
tion, but the substance was arbitration.

I have some further views I should
like to mention on this subject. It is
thought that the impact of this alleged
settlement has run its course and that it
will not be felt in our economy. I can-
not agree with that view.

The strike has been stopped, but the
impact on our national economy will only
be revealed within the next few years.

The inordinate power of the Long-
shoremen’s Union continues unabated.
The power of the Longshoremen’s Union
to paralyze business and industry and
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. the economy generally, if and when it
chooses, lives on. The competitive posi-
tion of American producers in their ef-
forts to find buyers among the foreign
nations of the world is made worse
rather than better by the alleged settle-
ment. The forces of inflation are inten-
sified, and will be further aggravated if
the tax cut program is adopted. The
formula for wage increases recommend-
ed by the President in his repeated state-
ments has been rejected by this sup-
posed settlement, because the terms of
the settlement recommended by the
President’s mediation board grant over-
all increases having no relationship to
increase in productivity.

In the President’s economic reports of
1962 and 1963, it was indicated that the
wage increase norm should not exceed

. 4 percent, and even then should be kept
in line with productivity. I suggest the
reading of the 1962 report, pages 185 to
189; and the 1963 report, pages 83 to 88.

The so-called President’s mediation
board has established a formula which
will have harmful impacts upon our
economy. The wage increase to the
Longshoremen’s Union—practically or-
dered by the board—constitutes, for the
2-year period, an 8.8-percent increase in
annual pay.

I wish to repeat that figure.
crease is 8.8 percent.

This 8.8 percent, regardless of how we
argue to the contrary, will become the
floor in whatever labor-management dis-
putes might arise within the next few
years, in the basic industries of our coun-
try. I ask, How can it be different?

Let us assume there is a steel strike,
and that it is pointed out in the argu-
ment that a President’s mediation board
recommended an 8.8 percent increase in
the longshoremen’s dispute. Those who
try to answer will encounter difficulty.
They will encounter the same difficulty
which has been encountered by those
negotiating settlements in the different
strikes mentioned by the Senator from
Oregon, who contends the grants were
much in excess of what was granted in
this instance.

I am not one who is going to speak one
day about the dangers of inflation and
the next day forget completely about
them. I listened to the President’s mes-
sage to the joint session of Congress, and
I know that he told us that what is
needed now is to give to the counfry
and not to take from it. I know what
he said about the inordinate demands
for increases in wages placing us in a
noncompetitive position, accentuating
the strains and forces which are trying
to break loose fo put us into a period
of inflation.

Since 1936, Mr. President, the tax-
payers of the United States have been
subsidizing the operation of the ocean-
going vessels of our country. At pres-
ent the taxpayers are paying to the op-
erators of the deep-sea-going vessels the
sum of $200 million a year. That fact
is not generally known. But, every time
an inordinate pay increase is granted it
draws more deeply on the pocketbooks
of the American taxpayers.

The stevedores who work on the ships
do not directly receive a subsidy, but
eventually they will receive it indirectly.

The in-
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By force of the order made by the
President's so-called mediation board,
the taxpayers’ burden of subsidizing will
be accentuated. Repeatedly, it has been
said by persons learned in world trade,
and especially in our balance-of-pay-
ments problems, which are causing our
short-term foreign creditors to demand
payment of their credits in gold rather
than in our paper dollars, that if we are
to put our people to work, we need to
expand the selling of our goods in world
markets. If we are to sell goods in world
markets, we must keep ourselves in a
competitive position. We cannot keep
ourselves in a competitive position, even
in competing with the desire to carry
merchandise on the high seas, if this
grant of 8.8 percent becomes the guide-
line, as I believe it will.

By carrying into effect the recommen-
dations of the President’s mediation
board, instead of improving our competi-
tive position we are worsening it.

Past experience indicates that recom-
mendations made by a Presidential com-
mittee are tantamount to an order, and,
when obeyed, become the guidelines in
settling subsequent management-labor
disputes in the basic industries.

The President appointed the mediation
board members. In my opinion, he
wanted that dispute settled. In my opin-
jon, the composition of the Board, in
spite of the honesty and integrity of the
members, was of a nature making it im-
possible to render a fair, objective, and
impartial judegment.

With due respect to the Senator from
Oregon, I think, if he will read his speech,
he will find running through it argu-
ments indicating his inability to defi-
nitely approach the problems involved
in the dispute with objectivity and im-
partiality. I say that because part of the
argument which was made was not on
the basis of reason, one that I would
understand to be based on a study of
logic; it was an argument ad hominem.
That is an argument to the passions,
and not an argument confined to what
would be called cold, realistic facts.

Let us take a look at the demands of
the longshoremens union in this dispute.
They asked for an increase of 86 cents
for the first year and an increase of $1.03
for the second year. If the 86-cent-an-
hour demand, covering the first year, had
been granted, it would have meant a 23-
percent increase in wages. If the $1.03-
an-hour demand for the second year had
been granted, it would have meant a
271%5-percent increase. Both of those
demanded increases obviously were un-
realistic, astronomical, and propounded
with the sole purpose of being used for
bargaining objectives.

It makes no difference whether the
recommendation was 25.2 cents or 39.9
cents. The shippers assert that it was
39.9 cents for the second year. I heard
the argument given by the Senator from
Oregon about the 2-cent item. But even
though it is reduced by the 2-cent item,
my opinion is that the increase granted
will be 8 percent. And I submit that
the economy of our country cannot stand
an increase, percentagewise, of that ef-
feet, without precipitating us, at still
greater speed, in the realm of inflation.
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According to my calculations, the in-
crease for the first year amounted to
6.8 percent, and for the second year, 10.8
percent, the average being 8.8 percent
for the 2 years.

But, finally, as I said earlier in my re-
marks, no legitimate settlement was
made. The settlement is in discord with
the oft-repeated principle enunciated
by the President that wage increases
should have a relationship to increased
productivity. Here there was no in-
creased productivity. Featherbedding
practices are allowed to continue. No
increased productivity is to be received
by the employer for the 39.9-cent-an-
hour increase package for the second
year, or for the 25.2-cent increase per-
taining to the first year.

The compliance obtained from man-
agement was that of a recommendation
made by the so-called Presidential medi-
ators. Industry had no alternative but
to accept it.

Currently in the Congress, debates are
in progress about the wisdom of the
President’s program for a tax cut, al-
legedly intended to help business as well
as the general public. The theme is ad-
vanced that we must give business an
incentive. The theme is advanced that
we had better stop dissuading business
from venturing into expanded opera-
tions. I think that we are doing the very
opposite. I regret deeply that this di-
vision oceurred, and I hope that it is not
a lasting one. My respect for the Sen-
ator from Oregon is high. I trust his
integrity. I want to repeat, however,
that, as the magazines and newspapers
have spoken, and as I believe most peo-
ple have, there was an inability existing,
because of predisposition, to render what
would be a fair, objective, and impartial
judgment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield just 1 min-
ute to me? I do not want to reply at
length; I want to make an announce-
ment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If it
will be only a minute——

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I may
need more time to reply.

Mr. MORSE. I have put in the REc-
orp the Board's report to the President.
It is a complete rebuttal to the chain of
non sequiturs which my friend from
Ohio has committed, and completely
corrects his false mathematics. There
is no 8.8 percent involved in the case at
all; the wage increase averaged 3.9 per-
cent per year, the increase in total labor
cost averaged 4.7 percent, There is no
such figure by way of increases that the
Senator has referred to. We have them
all in the REcorp. The report speaks for
itself. I offer it to the Senate, and rest
my case.

THE ADMINISTRATION’S FINANCIAL
ARRANGEMENTS WITH A MEM-
BER OF CONGRESS
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, I wish to resume the state-

ment for which I had obtained recogni-

tion about an hour and a half ago, at
which time I said I wanted to reply to
certain remarks which had been made by
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a Member of the House of Representa-
tives.

I have notified various Members of the
Senate that I was going to do this.
Those who are interested have been
%ﬁd' and they can be present if they

First, I wish fo discuss, briefly, the
rules of the Senate. Rule XIX of the
Senate provides:

No Senator in debate shall, directly or
Indirectly, by any form of words impute to
another Senator or to other Senators any
conduct or motive unworthy or unbecoming
a Senator.

I recognize the necessity for such a
rule. No Member of the Senate respects
the rules of the Senate more than I do.
The same applies to the rules of the
House of Representatives.

However, in recent days these rules
have been rather widely interpreted.
For example, it has been said that it is
a violation of the rules of either House
for a Member of either House to refer to
a Member of the other body even though
that Member may have been involved in
some questionable transactions involving
the expenditure of Government money.

On the Tth of February, the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, in answer
to a parliamentary inquiry, as appearing
on page 1985 of the REcorp of February
7, said:

The SPeakER. The Chair will state that
under the rules of the House, if a Member
insists upon strict compliance, to mention
the name of a Member of the other body is
not consistent with the rules of the House,
The rules of the House are different from
the rules of the Senate.

Mr. President, with all due respect to
the rules of the House, I do not believe
that the impression should go out to the
country that it is sacrilegious for any
Member of either body to refer to a
Member of the other body under any
circumstances.

As evidence that I am not alone in
holding that view, I call attention to the
fact that on February 7, 1963, Members
of the House of Representatives referred
to Members of the Senate 25 times by
name., Seventeen times the junior Sen-
ator from New York was referred to as
Senator Keating. On four occasions the
junior Senator from Mississippi was re-
ferred to as Senator STEnNNis. On four
other occasions the Senator from Mis-
souri was referred to as Senator SyMinG-
TON. Many times these were in a com-
plimentary manner, but it emphasizes
the point that such is done in the House.

It is not unusual for a Member of the
Senate or for a Member of the House of
Representatives to refer to a Member of
the other body.

We find on page 1974 of the REcorp of
February 7 that the Senator from New
York was referred to three times by
name. On page 1974 and page 1975 the
Senator from Mississippi was referred to
as Senator StEnnis, and the Senator
from Missouri was referred to as Senator
Symncron four times each. These ref-
erences were made by Members of the
House just a couple of weeks ago.

Then on page 1975 a Member of the
House referred to the junior Senator
from South Carolina as Senator THUR-
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MmonD. Again the Senator from New
York [Mr. KeAaTING] was referred to twice
by name.

On pages 1982 and 1984 another Mem-
ber of the House referred to the junior
Senator from New York eight times as
Senator EKeatine, and twice to the
Senafor from Mississippi as Senator
STENNIS.

I merely point out that there is noth-
ing unusual in referring to a Member of
the other body, either with compliments
or in a somewhat critical manner of some
statement he has made.

That does not mean that we can or
should resort to name calling; but we
can state the facts, and if the facts con-
stitute a charge that is the responsibility
of the Member involved.

After all, a man’s name is something
of which he should not be ashamed. I
am proud of the fact that my name has
been mentioned several times in the
House. I am nof taking exception
whether they be critical or complimen-
tary. When I make some remarks in
connection with some program I respect
their rights to criticize.

Several years ago when the junior
Senator from Wisconsin was receiving
both praise and criticism he was referred
to in one 5-week period 20 times by name
during debate in the House. I merely
point this out to emphasize that this is
not a new procedure or that it is sacri-
legious to mention even remotely a man’s
name in the discussion, whether he be a
Member of the Senate or of the House.

And on occasions Members of the Sen-
ate take liberties, notwithstanding the
rule. For example, it can be found in
the CoNGREsSIONAL RECORD, volume 104,
part 7, page 8395, that one of my good
friends in the Senate decided to refer
to some of my remarks in a not very
complimentary manner, I respected the
right of this Member to express his opin-
ion. But so too, the remarks that I
made on February 5 were not in them-
selves anything unusual, and I, there-
fore, insist on my right to speak as I did.
Nor am I withdrawing any of the charges
that I made.

As one further example I cite a more
recent case. On May 16, 1962, the senior
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLLl
criticized certain activities in conjunc-
tion with a Representative of the House
of Representatives. The Senator from
Maryland in his speech took strong ex-
ception to this gentleman’s association
with a building and loan association in
Maryland. In his speech the Senator
referred to the Congressman being criti-
cized as Representative JaMeEs Roose-
vELT 17 times.

It should be pointed out that Repre-
sentative RooseveLT is now one of Con-
gressman PoweLr’s stanchest defend-
ers.

I ask unanimous consent that this
statement of the Senator from Maryland
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

UNSCRUPULOUS AND UNSTABLE SAVINGS
ASSOCIATIONS

Mr. BEaLL. Mr. President, I consider it my

duty, as a U.S. Senator and one closely
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identified with warning the public about
unscrupulous and unstable savings associa-
tions, to set the record straight. It would
be wrong for me to keep silent when I have
special knowledge on a subject about which
the public may have formed the wrong im-
pression.

Representative James Rooseverr, chair-
man of the board of the now defunct Family
Savings & Home Loan Association at the
time I was Investigating Family’s question-
able operations, was subpenaed by the Mont-
gomery County, Md., grand jury looking into
the savings and loan scandal. His appear-
ance before the grand jury was on May 8,
last week, and on the same day, May 8, in
the early evening, he appeared on WTOP-TV,
the Washington outlet for the Columbia
Broadeasting System, to say that he had not
recelved any payment “in any way” for his
services. His exact words, on television, ac-
cording to the transcript, were:

“Contrary to reports, I was not pald in any
way for my services during those 60 days.
But my investigation of circumstances of
that business by an independent attorney
and auditor produced what I thought was
circumstances which wunless changed re-
quired my resignation. I could not get them
changed. Therefore, I immediately re-
signed.”

As this statement followed so closely his
appearance before the grand jury, we assume
he told the grand jury that he “was not paid
in any way” for his services. i

Those words should be kept in mind as I
make the following disclosures.

Let me briefly review the sequence of
events.

On March 31, 19568, I took the floor of the
Senate to state that I was deeply concerned
about the operations of the Family Savings
& Home Loan Assoclation, whose advertising
appeared to me to be misleading. Family was
advertising that it was a member of the
American Council of Independent Savings &
Loan Assoclations, and I discovered that this
so-called council was organized by the same
men who operated Family, that the manage-
ment of the two organizations was from the
same desk. Family was advertising in big
print that its accounts were insured up to
$10,000, and then, in small print, “by Ameri-
can Savings & Loan Indemnity Co.” and I
discovered that the address of this latter
company was a letterdrop in the Republic of
Panama, and furthermore, that it was op-
erated by the very same men who ran Fam-
ily. On the so-called indemnity company’s
letterhead, Toronto, Canada, was given as
a branch office, but an inquiry brought us
word from the Toronto Better Business Bu-
reau that they were “unable to locate any
such company in Toronto.”

My concern grew for the people who were
entrusting their life's savings with these
people.

I posed a list of pertinent questions to
Family's president, John Gregory Persian,
which went unanswered.

I then asked the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, of which I am a
member, to look into the matter and take ap-
propriate steps.

The policing of savings institutions is
a State responsibility, and therefore not in
the province of the Federal Government.
However, matters connected with the Federal
Home Loan Bank System are the business of
the Federal Government and, therefore, I in-
troduced an amendment to the Federal
Home Loan Bank Act to prevent advertising
by members of the Federal Home Loan Bank
System which would tend to mislead the in-
vesting public and, although this would not
affect the Family people—for they had been
barred from this system—hearings on my bill
would give us a chance to warn the public
about Family. I could do this much.
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I asked for hearings, and they were sched-
uled to be held by the Housing Subcommit-
tee of the Banking and Currency Committee
on July 24 and 25, 1958. Mr. Persian, Mr.
Roosevelt, and Mr. Cohen were asked to ap-
pear for questioning. Messrs. Roosevelt and
Cohen appeared and Mr. Roosevelt explained
that he would speak for Mr, Persian.

He testified that the company's—Family’'s—
advertising was honest and that the insur-
ing company, the American Savings & Loan
Indemnity Co., was in sound financial con-
dition.

When asked how It happened that Family
was the only company under the “protective
wing” of the American Savings & Loan In-
demnity Co., Mr. RooseVELT sald that Family
was the only company good enough to qual-
ify. Here are his words, from the record:

“I should not disparage other companies
and do not intend to, but it (Family Savings
& Home Loan Association) is the only one
that in our judgment we feel we want to
recommend now."”

May I insert, parenthetically, that this
company, Family, which was so stoutly de-
fended by its board chairman, has gone out
of existence, its president, John Gregory
Persian, has been indicted for grand theft,
and its depositors are unable to get their
money from the so-called insurer, despite
all the protestations of soundness.

To show the interlacing of the companles
and the fact that they were all run from the
same desk, let us turn to page 91 of the com-
mittee hearings. My colleague, the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana, was question-
ing Mr. Sherman S. Cohen, attorney:

“Senator CAPEHART. You are the general
counsel for the American Bavings & Loan
Indemnity Co., of Panama?

“Mr. CoHEN. Yes, sir; I do serve as one of
the attorneys for the American Savings &
Loan Indemnity Co.

“Senator CAPEHART. Are you likewise gen-
eral counsel for the Family Savings & Home
Loan Assoclation?

“Mr. CoHEN. I am, sir.

“Senator CaPEHART. Are you the general
counsel for the American Council of Inde-
pendent Savings & Loan Associations?

“Mr. Coxen. I am one of the attorneys.”

Now, what about Mr. Rooseverr's state-
ment on May 8 that he had not received pay-
ment “of any kind" for his services?

Turn to page 29 of the printed hearings—
Senator Capehart was questioning Mr. ROOSE-
VELT, as follows:

“Senator CAPEHART. Mr. RoosgveLt, it is
not quite clear to me whether you are appear-
ing here today as the chairman of the board
of the Family Savings & Home Loan Asso-
clation in Maryland or the American coun-
cil

“Mr. RooseveLT. I am appearing here
solely as the honorary president of the
American Council of Independent Savings &
Loan Assoclations. * * *

*“Senator CAPEHART. And who is it that is
paying you?

“Mr. RooseveLT, It is the Family Savings &
Home Loan Association, which is chartered
in Maryland.

“Senator CAPEHART. How much are they
paying you?

“Mr. RooseveELT. Six thousand dollars a

“Senator CAPEHART. Six thousand dollars a
year?

“Mr. RoosEvELT. Yes, sir.
of the board.”

Then turn to page 31:

“Mr. RooseverLT. I am not being paid for
appearing before this committee. I am be-
ing paid as chairman of the board of the
Family Savings & Home Loan Association,
which 1s not appearing before this com-
mittee.

“Senator CAPEHART. Which is $6,000?

‘“Mr. ROOSEVELT. A year, but not for ap-
pearing before this committee.”

I am chairman

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Next, turn over to page 92. Mr. Cohen
was being questioned. The transcript goes
like this:

“Senator CAPEHART. If you will yleld just
a moment, Mr. RooseviLT testified yesterday
it was 5 to 6 weeks ago he was placed on
the payroll and made chairman of the board.

“Mr, CoHEN. He received his first pay-
check.

“Senator CaPEHART. He has already been
paid?

“Mr. CoHEN. Yes.

“Senator CAPEHART. How much has he
been paid?

“Mr. CoaeN. Whatever the pro rata salary
has been. He has recelved his pay from
that point on as chairman of the board of
the association.”

So, according to testimony by Mr. RooseE-
veELT and Mr. Cohen before the committee,
Mr. RoosEVELT was pald for his services, and
he was pald by Pamily Savings & Home Loan
Assoclation. And yet he stated on the tele-
vision program last week that he had not
been paid in any way.

Mr. President, I, for one, would like to
know which of the statements are true and
which are false, Was our committee being
deceived? Or was the grand jury being de-
ceived?

In these remarks I am sticking to the offi-
cial record. If we go a little further and be-
lieve a news account appearing in the Wash-
ington Post of May 9, then still another
account must be taken into consideration.
According to the newspaper article, Mr.
RooseVELT told a reporter that he received a
total of $3,000, half-a-year's salary, not from
Family, but from the council, one of the
three outfits run by Messrs. Cohen and
Persian. It would not make any difference
as to which company his pay came from
inasmuch as all three were run from the
same desk and by the same men.

However, if his pay came from the coun-
cil, then his testimony before our committee
was false, for he sald, “It is the Family Sav-
ings & Home Loan Assoclation,” when asked
“Who is it that 1s paying you?"—page 29 of
the July 24, 1958, hearings.

I understand from the newspaper account
that Mr. ROOSEVELT said last week that he
was with Family only 60 days, for he found
it was dishonest, but that he continued with
the council for 6 months and was paid for 6
months. There are two things wrong here:
First, had he suddenly found dishonesty, he
surely would have exposed it at once; did he
not owe that to the poor depositors whom he
must have known would lose their savings?
And second, after finding dishonesty, why
would he continue with the same men 6
months?

While I have the floor, I wish to point out
one other matter. Despite my original
warning to the public—later emphasized by
the committee hearings, in which my col-
league, Senator Capehart, took an active
part—some people continued to deposit
their savings with Family—and millions
went down the drain.

Senator Capehart and I were concerned
for the safety of the deposits, and we ques-
tioned Mr. RooseveELT and Mr. Cohen closely
about the insurance,

Going back to the record now: In answer
to my question. we had been told that the
insurance company had over $¢ million in
assets. We were also given a superfluous
and distracting little lecture on the virtues
of small business. Here is the way the ques-
tions and answers went:

“Senator BeaiL. I do want to say, Mr.
Chairman, I agree with Mr. ROOSEVELT very
emphatically that we want small business
to be protected, but only when they are not
taking advantage of the investing publiec.
You stated that you were appearing here
for the American Council of Independent
Savings & Loan Assoclations, and you favor
sound insurance. Can you tell me the
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soundness- of the insurance of the mem-
bers? You said they did have $4 million
avallable?

“Where is this $4 millilon on deposit in
Maryland?

“Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Cohen, do you want
to answer that?

“Mr. COHEN. Yes.
Bpring, Md.

“Senator BeEaiL. In the company’s offices,
the Family Savings & Home Loan Associa-
tion offices?

“Mr. COHEN. Yes.

“Senator BeaLL. Not in any bank or safety
vault except your own?

“Mr. CoHEN. Yes, sir.

“Senator CAPEHART. Are you saying the
assets of this indemnity company that in-
sures these accounts is in the offices of and
under control of the Family Savings & Home
Loan Association, whose accounts they are
insuring? Is that what you just said?

“Mr. CoreN. No, indeed; and I would not
have the record contain that information.
The records of ownership of these assets,
however, are temporarily in the offices of the
savings and loan assoclation in Silver Spring.

“Senator CAPEHART. In other words, the
Family Savings & Home Loan Association in
Maryland has the same domicile as the
American Savings & Loan Indemnity Co.?

“Mr, CoHEN, No, indeed. The only offices
of the American Savings & Loan Indemnity
Co., Senator, are in Delaware.

“Senator CAPEHART. He asked you the
question where the $4 million worth of secu-
rities were domiciled or housed, and you said
they were housed at the place of business of
the Family Savings & Home Loan Assocla-
tion.

“Mr. CoHEN. I would be as clear as you
would have made me be, Senator.

“Senator CAPEHART. Is that true?

“Mr. CoHEN, That is where they are
housed. The evidence of ownership is
housed temporarily.

“Senator CAPEHART. Who has control of
them at that particular location?

“Mr. CoOHEN. Obviously the officers of the
insurance carrier would have control of it.

“Senator CAPEHART. Does the president of
the Family Savings & Home Loan Association
have a key to the safe deposit box they
are in?

“Mr. RoosgveLT, That I will have to find
out.”

Mr. President, he must have had the key;
I have heard, though I have not the exact
figure, that Mr. Persian had around $30,000
in cash on his person when he was appre-
hended by police officers while trying to run
away.

I do not want to close these remarks with-
out reiterating that I have utmost respect
for the great majority of savings-and-loan
assoclations. It is too bad that a few bad
ones here and there have appeared, but by
the rooting out of the bad ones, the good
ones will greatly benefit in the long run.
When I exposed “Famlily” and a couple of
other bad ones—an action followed by liti-
gation against several bad ones by the Post
Office Department and the Department of
Justice—I made 1t clear that the great
majority of savings-and-loan associations
throughout the Nation are complying with
the law and are making a major contribu-
tion to the Nation's social and economic
well-being,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I point this backeround of
precedents because as we approach a
discussion of the activities of any Mem-
ber of Congress, while we should be care-
ful, at the same time we must respect the
right of a Member of Congress to criti-
cize any expenditure of Federal funds.

After my remarks of February 5, a
Member of the Senate on the other side

It is the offices in Silver
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of the aisle called my attention to my
reference to the gentleman by name,
and I obligingly agreed thereafter to
refer to him as one of his good friends.
oOut of respect to my colleagues, I shall
today refer to this gentleman as a close
friend and protege of the Kennedy ad-
ministration. In my remarks I called
attenion to certain financial transactions
which I thought needed correcting. I
shall speak about the impropriety of
the expenditure of certain Govern-
ment money. Yesterday Representative
PoweLL—I am sorry, Mr. President, I
ought to say this close personal friend
of the Kennedy administration——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Was not the gen-
tleman in question also a close personal
friend of the Eisenhower administration?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. He was
at one time, to my regret; yes.
[Laughter.] At that time a question
was raised about certain activities
wherein a charge was made with respect
to certain payments having been made
in return for political support. As long
as this matter has been brought up, I
shall ask to have printed in the REcCorp
a speech which I made on the subject at
that time. These statements were made
in 1960, and the charges were to the
effect that this gentleman had accepted
certain payments for his political sup-
port. They were not my charges. The
allegations which I put in the REcorp
named the men who allegedly made
those payments. Af that time I took the
position that the Senate had the re-
sponsibility of investigating those
charges, of payments involving an elec-
tion. I also submitted a resolution ask-
ing for such an investigation. I was
very much disappointed that nothing
was done about it and that the resolu-
tion was merely referred to a committee
and buried. I believe we should be fair
in all of these matters and let the
criticism fall where it may. Therefore,
I ask unanimous consent that my state-
ment of May 4, 1960, be printed in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

INVESTIGATION OF CERTAIN ELECTION CHARGES

The Senate resumed the consideration of
the resolution (S. Res. 285) to authorize an
investigation of certain election charges.

Mr. JoensoN of Texas. Mr. President, on
the guestion of agreeing to my motion fo
refer Senate Resolution 285, submitted by
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiLriams],
to the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PresInING OFFICER. Is there a sufficient
second?

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. JoensON of Texas. Mr. President, in
view of the circumstances, I suppose we shall
now have to proceed to debate this question.

Mr., Wmnrtams of Delaware. Mr. President,
this resolution was submitted on March 8,
and it was placed on the Senate Calendar
on March 11.

The purpose of the resolution is to au-
thorize an investigation of certain serious
charges which appeared in the press as of
that time, wherein both political partles
were charged with electlon irregularities.
These charges appeared in the Washington
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Post on March 4, March 5, and March 7, in
three articles. I felt that the charges were
so serious that they could not be over-
looked.

If these charges are true, not only do
they represent a flagrant violation of our
existing electlon laws but also they would
represent a new low in politics.

At a time when we have spent weeks
debating the right of every American to vote,
certainly Congress can give some time insur-
ing that this right, once given, is not abused.

In these articles, there are two very serious
charges:

First, there is the charge that the ques-
tion of whether or not to prosecute an al-
leged income-tax violation was being decided
not upon the merits of the case but rather
upon the willingness of a taxpayer to change
his political party affillation.

Second, there are charges that responsible
men offered, and that the person accepted,
payments of $50,000 to $100,000 in return
for his political support to certain candi-
dates in the 1856 and 1958 elections.

Both the offering and the accepting of
bribes for political support are violations of
our existing laws; it is likewise a violation
of our laws for any decislon regarding the
prosecution of a tax case to be made con-
tingent upon political support.

In submitting the resolution at that time,
I emphasized that I was not expressing any
opinion as to either the accuracy or the in-
accuracy of the charges. I merely pointed
out that the charges had been made and
that in view of their serious nature they
could not be ignored.

If they are true, the guilt of those re-
sponsible should be established and dealt
with accordingly.

If not true, then those agalnst whom the
charges are made are entitled to a complete
retraction, and those who made and those
who printed the charges should be held re-
sponsible.

Since this Congress reconvened in Janu-
ary, the Senate spent nearly 3 weeks debat-
ing and passing Senate bill 2436, the sole
purpose of which was to guarantee cleaner
elections.

For 3 weeks we held long and sometimes
continuous sesslons in debating the merits
of a bill, one p of which is to guar-
antee to every American citizen the right
to vote.

Yet we now have before us a serious charge
that the voting rights of the same people
about whom the Justice Department and
the Congress are expressing so much con-
cern may have been bought and sold in
wholesale lots during the recent elections.

Here is a chance for the Senate to demon-
strate the sincerity of its interest both in
cleaner elections and in the voting rights of
American citizens.

The resolution was sent to the desk under
the usual parliamentary procedure of the
Senate, and it is now pending on the Senate
calendar, A few moments ago upon a mo-
tion of the Senator from Texas it was made
the pending business of the Senate. The
Senator from Texas is now going to make
another motion to send it to the committee,
which action if approved means the defeat
of this resolution. Those who support my
position that these charges should be inves-
tigated should vote against the motion to
commit.

Mr. President, I am not in favor of the mo-
tion of the Senator from Texas to refer the
resolution to the Committee on Rules and
Administration because I think the Senate
has a responsibility to conduet an investiga-
tion on these very serious charges. However,
if his motion is modified by including a pro-
vision that the committee be instructed to
report the resolution to the Senate within
10 days, or 30 days, or even by June 10 in
order to give the Senate time to act on the
resolution at this session then I will support
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it. If the motion of the Senator from Texas
is agreed to without such a modification;
that is, if the resolution 1s just sent back to
the committee without instructions, then
the resolution is as good as dead. It could
remain in the committee indefinitely and
could be buried there so that the Senate
would never hear of it again. This is our
only chance to vote for an investigation of
these charges.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the three articles to which I have re-
ferred and which include these charges be
printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

“[From the Washington Post, Mar. 4, 1960]
“POWELL PROSECUTION DELAY STRANGE
“(By Drew Pearson)

“One of the weird ironies of the civil rights
battle is the paradoxical friendship of the
civil rights author, Attorney General Wil-
liam Rogers, with the civil rights bitter-
ender from Mississippl, Senator Jim EasT-
LAND. Belleve it or not, they are quite cozy.

“Furthermore, EAsTLAND, Who occupies the
potent position of chalrman of the Senate
Judiclary Committee, has protected his
friend, the Attorney General, from any Sen-
ate investigation of his Justice Department.

“One of the strange operations inside the
Justice Department which other Senators
would like to investigate 1s the
protection of New York's most spectacular
Congressman, Apam CrayroN PowsLn, of
Harlem, in regard to income-tax evasion.
PoweLL saw two of his secretaries convicted
and a third indicted. That was about 5
years ago.

“Meanwhile, there have been mysterious
delays regarding the Congressman’s own in-
come-tax case. It has dragged on for
months. Finally, almost 3 years after his
secretarles got into trouble, Assistant U.S.
Attorney Thomas A. Bolin, in New York, in
charge of the Powell grand jury, let it be
known that on March 18, 1957, he had re-
ceived word from the Justice Department in
Washington to abandon the grand jury
investigation.

“Bolin was further asked to write a letter
to Attorney General Rogers—the friend of
‘Big Jim’ Eastranp—advising him that the
case should be turned over to the Treasury—
which meant a compromise with no prose-
cution. This Bolin refused to do, and a
runaway grand jury subsequently indicted
POWELL.

“The inside story

“But what Senators would like to know
is what happened inside the White House to
delay PoweLL’s prosecution for what is now
approximately 5 years. Since EASTLAND'S
Senate Judiclary Committee won't investi-
gate, this column can now reveal the story.

“During Ike's 1956 reelection campaign, the
handsome Harlem Congressman, long a
Democrat, wrote Vice President Nixon that
he might switch to the Republicans. As a
result, Max Rabb, secretary to the Eisen-
hower Cabinet, went to New York, and ar-
ranged to bring PoweLL to the White House,
where with much flashing of photo bulbs, it
was announced that PoweLL was now for Ike.
He urged all Negro Democrats to switch.

“Inside the White House, and before the
press conference, the terms of PoOwWELL'S
deal, were worked out with Sherman Adams,
Rabb, and Charley Willis, the former White
House assistant and son-in-law of Harvey
Firestone.

“PoweLL produced a list of his outstanding
financial obligations including the estimated
cost of his own reelection, totaling $50,000,
which he sald he wanted paid in advance.
In addition he wanted other expenses paid,
including a room at the Waldorf and an
apartment in the Middletowne Hotel on East
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48th Street, next to the swank Eden Roc
‘Club.

“Pinally Powell took up with Adams and
Rabb his income tax problems. It would
look very bad, he sald, if he was indicted
during the campaign. So Adams agreed
to discuss the matter with the Atftorney
General with a view to having the grand
Jury proceedings dismissed.

“The Congressman tried to drive a further
bargain and asked that his secretary, Acy
Lennon, be let off. However, since Lennon
was already indicted, this was considered
too risky.

“Tke's aids also agreed to retain counsel for
PoweLL and to pay his counsel fees imme-
diately. They engaged Boris Berkowltz,

“Sealed and delivered

“All this was firmly sealed and agreed upon
before the mercurial Congressman from
Harlem went In to see President Eisenhower
and announce his dramatic switch to the
Republicans.

“Thereafter headquarters for PowEeLL’s
switch-Negroes-to-Ike drive were set up in
the Hotel Marguery, 270 Park Avenue, in
midtown Manhattan. Charley Willls was
placed in charge of raising a budget of $100,-
000, which was guaranteed by the Republican
. National Committee,

“Life for the switch-Negroes-to-Ike drive,
however, was not easy. About this time,
Hazel Scott, the Negro singer who had
married PoweLL, was threatening divorce and
intimating that she would name various girls
as correspondents, some from well-known
white families,

“Berkowitz, was immediately sent into ac-
tion. He arranged a settlement and Hazel
Scott went to live in Paris until the elec-
tion was over,

“PoweLL’'s GOP campalgn managers
breathed ler and prc ded to stage an
open house at committee headquarters. It
was a mad opening—typically Apam Pow-
ELL—{eaturing an interracial set of so-called
models to act as hostesses.

“That's Just part of the story of how the

from Harlem went to bat for
the Republicans in return—supposedly—for
favorable income tax treatment.”

“[From the Washington Post, Mar. 5, 1960]
“DE SAPIO OUTBIDS GOP WITH POWELL
*(By Drew Pearson)

“New Yorx.—When Acy Lennon, assistant
to Representative Apam CrAyToN PoweLL, of
Harlem, went to the Federal penitentlary in
Danbury for tax evasion, he weighed 325
pounds. When he came out of Danbury in
the fall of 1958 he weighed only 250 pounds.
His clothes didn't fit.

“So during a visit to Carmine DeSapio,
boss of Tammany Hall, Acy was handed
$1,000 by DeSapio to buy some new clothes.
The two also talked politics, especially the
question of whether the handsome Harlem
Congressman who had bolted the Demo-
crats for Eisenhower and Nixon, would re-
turn to the fold and support Governor Aver-
ell Harriman in his hot race agalnst Nelson
Rockefeller.

“The electlon looked wvery close and the
Negro vote was needed. So after consider-
able conversation, Acy reported back to Con-
gressman PowerL that Tammany would pay
him $100,000—850,000 down and $100 a week
over a 10-year period—if he would support
Harriman against Rockefeller.

“In addition to Acy Lennon was fo receive
$5,000 from Apam for negotiating the deal,
plus a promised $5,000 from Carmine at the
rate of $100 a week.

“GOP less generous

“This offer was more generous than that
which the Republicans had worked out with
Congressman POWELL during Ike's 1956 re-
election campaign when PowEeLL stood on
the steps of the White House after visiting
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Tke and urged Negro voters to support Eisen-
hower and Nixon. At that time he received
$50,000 for expenses, plus various fringe
benefits, the ald of an attorney, and a prom-
ise that the Attorney General would be
asked to call off the grand jury probing his
income tax case.

“However, earlier in the 1958 New York
election year, Congressman POWELL had made
a commitment to the Republican leader of
Harlem, Harold Burton, that he would run
for Congress on the Republican ticket. Pow-
ELL made this commitment at the time when
Tammany was determined to punish and
defeat him for switching to Ike in 1956.

“So PoweLL took out political insurance
against possible defeat in the Democratic
preliminaries by signing up, also, as a Re-
publican.

“Tom Curran, Republican county leader,
didn't like this at all. He warned Burton
that he would be doublecrossed.

“‘But PoweLL 1s & man of God," replied
Burton, referring to the Congressman's week-
ly sermons at the Abyssinian Baptist Church,
largest in the world. ‘He can be depended
upon to keep his word.

“Later, however, when word leaked back
to Republican circles that PoweLL might be
flirting with Tammany, they began to get
Jittery. Burton sent for Fred Weaver, a Pow-
ell aid, and both of them went to see Charlie
Willis, former assistant to Sherman Adams
and a top Republican money ralser. All
were anxious to keep PowrELL on the GOP
side in the red-hot race between Harriman
and Rockefeller.

“Fifty thousand dollars offered

“So word was sent to the Congressman,
then relaxing in Puerto Rico, that 50,000
was available in cash if he, PowsLL, would
endorse the Republican ticket.

“'I don't trust Willls,” the Congressman
replied. ‘He told me earlier that he would
give me $50,000 to help In my primary and
my legal expenses, and when I sent Bill
Hampton down to pick it up, Willis said
“Apam has just attacked Elsenhower in the
New York Times, so the deal is off., I have
nothing for him.”

“ “You tell Willis," PoweLL continued, ‘that
the price is going to be higher this time,
and this time I want the money pald in
front.’

“PowsrL went on to explaln that if he ran
as a Republican he would be finished politi-
cally and would need more than $50,000
for future financial security. He said he
might have to be made vice president of
some public relations firm at a salary of
about $50,000 a year for 10 years.

“All this took place before Carmine De-
Sapio came up with his offer of $100,000
through PoweLL's convicted assistant, Acy
Lennon. Finally Powern accepted it. But
first he exacted some fringe benefits. One of
the fringe benefits consisted of a pledge that
Governor Harriman would urge Speaker Sam
Rayburn to see that Powern became chair-
man of an important subcommittee in Wash-
ington. He also exacted the promise of
several Jobs for his associates and some
Federal housing for one of his secrestaries’
real estate ventures.

“It was then agreed that Apam would ob-
tain Interviews with Rockefeller, Harriman,
and other candidates, weigh their positions
on civil rights, and, after careful delibera-
tion, announce for Harriman.

“Thus the stage was set for the next big
political reversal in the life of ApaM CLAYTON
“[From the Washington Post, Mar. 7, 1960]
“ONE-HUNDRED-THOUSAND-DOLLAR OFFER WON

POWELL OVER
“(By Drew Pearson)

“New Yorx.—When a runaway grand jury
on May 8, 1958, finally indicted Congressman
Apam Craytonw PowerLn, of Harlem, for tax
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evasion, despite attempts by the powers that
be in Washington to protect him, he used
the steps of the Federal Building in New
York to launch a drive for funds for his legal
defense.

“Posing for the newsreels, he accepted a
$500 check from Dr. McKinley Wiles, a Har-
lem physiclan. And speaking from the pul-
pit of the Zion Baptist Church in Brooklyn,
where more money was collected, PoweLL
sald:

“‘What a mess our Government has got
into with Apam Powserr, and for the tre-
mendous sum of $1,600.

“And following the announcement by
Tammany's leaders in Harlem that he would
not be renominated for Congress as a Demo-
crat, PowELL announced:

*‘Thank God I got rid of Tammany Hall.
I'm going to fight them as a Democrat. I'm
going to run candidates In every area where
there is a concentration of Negroes and
Puerto Ricans in all five boroughs.’

“A twinge of remorse

“It was just 6 months later that after
promising Harlem Republicans he would run
on the Republican ticket, POwELL began ex-
ploring ways by which he could justify a
switch back to Tammany and the support of
Gov. Averell Harriman against Nelson Rocke-
feller.

“Justification took the form of interviews
with the leading candidates running in the
crucial New York State election as to who
would do most for clvil rights. He saw
Rockefeller, candidate for Governor; Louis
Lefkowitz and Peter Grotty, running for at-
torney general; and Frank Hogan and Rep-
resentative Kenner KErATING, running for
the U.S. Senate. He told each Republican
he couldn’t support him.

“EEATING he really wanted to support be-
cause EEaTiNG had led the civil rights battle
in the House of Representatives. And Lef-
kowitz, as attorney general, had made per-
sonal tours of the polling places in the pre-
vious election to keep the Democrats from
stealing PoweLL's votes.

“Nevertheless, under his agreement with
DeSaplo, POWELL was obligated to tell these
men that in order to preserve his seniority
in Congress he must desert them.

“When word of this got back to Harold
Burton, Republican leader of Harlem who
had agreed to put PoweLL on the Republi-
can ticket he was furlous. And when
PoweLL refused to see him, Burton staged a
glant outdoor rally around the corner from
the Congressman's Abyssinian Baptist
Church, at which he accused PoweLL of a
doublecross and called upon the congrega-
tion to renounce him as unworthy to be
thelr pastor.

“Earlier that day, October 7, the mercurial
Congressman from Harlem had proceeded to
fulfill his promise to DeSaplo that he would
call a press conference and issue a statement
previously OK'd by both DeSapio and Gov-
ernor Harriman. Carmine had stipulated
that this must be done before he would de-
liver any of the promised expense money.

“So after PoweLL issued his statement and
after Harriman and DeSaplo issued one in
return appointing him cochairman, with
former Secretary of the Air Force Tom Fin-
letter, of the Harriman-Hogan campaign,
Acy Lennon was sent to DeSapio’s Hotel Bilt-
more headquarters to collect $50,000.

“A lot of $50 bills

“He brought the money back to POWELL,
all in 850 denomination. The remaining
$50,000 was to be paid at the rate of $100 a
week over 10 years.

“PoweLL then gave Acy the $5,000 he had
promised him for negotiating the deal. Ray
Jones, POWELL'S treasurer, was given 87,500,
supposedly for reimbursement of money he
had advanced in Powery’s primary. Joseph
Overton, a business agent of the Grocery
Employes Union, president of the local
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NAACP, and comanager of PowELL's cam-
paign, was given $2,600 for money advanced.
Reuben Patton, salesman for Burke Motors,
who had loaned Powelr a Buick station
wagon, got $500, while Fred Weaver, an as-
sistant to PoweLyn, was given $50 because
he happened to be present.

“Shortly thereafter, the Congressman told
his church congregation how Charlie Willis,
former assistant to Elsenhower, had offered
him $50 000 of Republican money.

“ told him, PowerLr shouted ‘that no
man can buy Apam PowerLL. I belong to my
people.’

“The congregation stamped their feet,
clapped, and waved their handkerchlefs.

“What he didn’t tell them was that he had
taken $50,000 from Willis in 1066 and a $100,-
000 package from Tammany Democrats in
1968.

“And on almost any Friday if you're down
at the Biltmore Hotel in the late afternoon
you'll see Acy Lennon, convicted secretary
to Congressman PoweLL, coming down to
Carmine DeSapio’s headquarters to collect
that £100 a week which is part of the $100,-
000 deal and is still being paid.”

Mr., WiLLiams of Delaware. Mr, President,
I wish to call particular attention to a spe-
cific charge in the articles that an individual
had his support solicited by one of the po-
litical parties, and that in connection with
the question of whether his support would be
given or would be withheld, he was promised
$50,000 for expenses, the aid of an attorney,
and that the Attorney General would be
asked to call off the grand jury probe of his
income-tax case.

Any suggestion that the gquestion of a
man’'s political affiliation was considered in
making a determination as to whether or
not his tax case should be prosecuted is
serious, and I cannot understand the Sen-
ate’'s apparent willingness to let this charge
go unchallenged here today.

That is one of the charges involved con-
cerning f{rregularities in the 1956 national
election.

The charge is made that this same man
was approached again in the 1958 election
and offered another $50,000 by certain poll-
ticians, Later, allegedly, that offer was
raised, and £100,000 was agreed upon as the
payment that would be made for the sup-

of this individual in the National or
State election.

This is a direct charge that the offer not
only was made but was accepted. The man
making these charges went further and said
$50,000 of the payment was made in bills
of $50 denomination. The payment was de-
scribed. When it was pald, who was present
at the time of the payment, and the final
distribution of the money is even given.

The charge is made that an additional
£50,000 is still being pald at the rate of
$100 a week to this same man. These
charges are specific, and thelr accuracy or
inaccuracy can easily be established.

Mr. President, these charges do not involve
the election of a Member of the House, as
has been claimed by opponents of this in-
vestigation. The election of a particular
Member of the House of Representatives is
in no way involved in this charge. It goes
far beyond the conduct of one individual.
This is a charge of improper activities in
connection with a national election, and as
such clearly comes under the jurisdiction of
elther the House or the Senate.

It is true that one individual involved
happens to be a Member of the House of
Representatives, but at least four or five
other individuals are also involved. Under
the law, it is just as serious a crime to ar-
range for the payment of a bribe as it is
to accept a bribe,

Therefore, this charge goes beyond that
of any one individual, whether he be a Mem-
ber of the House or of the Senate. It also
raises a serlous charge as to the propriety
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of certain actions in the Department of Jus-
tice. If this charge is true and if there was
any consideration or any change in the plans
of the Department of Justice to prosecute
this case resulting from a conference as to
which political party the man supported,
that was wrong, It should be exposed and
dealt with accordingly. And I know of no
more fitting place for such an investigation
to be conducted than by the established
committee of the U.S. Senate which has
charge of investigations of irregularities in
elections. Why does anyone oppose this in-
vestigation? Of what are we afraid?

If the SBenate approves the motion of the
Senator from Texas to refer it to committee
without any instructions either to investigate
the charges or to report the bill to the Senate
later for another vote, it in effect kills all
chance for the investigation. This resolu-
tion not only authorizes the Subcommittee
on Privileges and Elections of the Committee
on Rules and Administration to conduct the
investigation but directs it to conduct the
investigation and to report back to the U.S.
Senate with its findings not later than
January 31, 1961.

We in the Senate are in this position:
Either we are going to Investigate these
charges and establish their accuracy or in-
accuracy, or we will send the bill to the com-~
mittee for pigeonholing. We must not forget
the statute of limitations is running on these
charges. Unless we act now there will be no
chance for prosecution in the event there
later should be established any degree of
guilt.

Personally, I do not think the Senate can
afford to ignore these very serious charges of
irregularities involving the elections of 1956
and 1958. I recognize that these charges in-
volve officlals and members of both political
parties, but is that any excuse for our refus-
ing to investigate them?

I shall ask for a record vote on the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

First, I should like to address myself to
the Senator from Texas and ask him if he
would modify his motion and agree to in-
clude instructions to the committee to re-
port back by June 1, let us say. If so I will
not oppose his motion. If not I must resist
the motion because for the Senate to adopt
the straight motion to strike thls resolution
from the calendar and send it to the com-
mittee without any instructions either to
investigate the charges or to report it back
to the Senate by a specified date would be
the defeat of the resolution.

Mr. JornsoN of Texas. I answered that
question before this debate began. I do
not think we have any superior knowledge
of the matter. I see no reason why the
Senate should be snooping around trying to
judge the qualifications of Members of the
House of Representatives.

I think this is a very serious matter, and
I do not want to act unless and until the
Benate Rules and Administration Committee
makes its recommendations. If that com-
mittee, which is composed of some of the
ablest, wisest, and best lawyers in this body,
feels it is a proper matter to go into and
will serve a purpose other than that of mere
publicity, I am sure the committee will make
that record. But I am not willing to say to
them, “We are going to put you in a strait-
jacket and tell you when to meet, how to
meet, how to report,” and so forth. I am
willing to refer the matter to a regular com-
mittee, as any other matter should be re-
ferred, in the regular way, and then entrust
it to the judgment, honesty, patriotism, and
integrity of the Rules and Administration
Committee.

I do not think I need to say any more
than I have. So far as I am concerned, I
am prepared to yield back the time, suggest
the absence of a quorum, and let the Mem-
bers of the Senate decide what they want.
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Mr. WiLLiams of Delaware. In the light of
the position of the Senator from Texas I
have no alternative but to oppose his mo-
tion. If we are successful in defeating the
motion the next question would be on the
adoption of the resolution itself, which would
then authorize the Rules Committee to pro-
ceed with the investigation,

I shall not delay the Senate any longer.
We are all familiar with the charges. Either
we are in favor of the investigation, or we
are against 1t. The propriety of the election
of a Member of the House of Representatives
is in no way involved in these charges.

A few months ago the Senate passed a
clean elections bill. The Senate must decide
now whether we really want clean elections.

Mr. Wrinniams of Delaware subsequently
said: Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that immediately following my earlier
remarks on Senate Resolution 285, and prior
to the vote by which the Senate defeated
the resolution by sending it back to the com-
mittee, the text of the resolution be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolution
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD, as
follows:

“Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized and
directed under sections 134(a) and 136 of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1046, as
amended, and in accordance with its juris-
diction specified by rule XXV of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, to examine, investi-
gate, and make a complete study of the
charges, with a view to determining the truth
or falsity thereof, which have recently ap-
peared in the public press that certain per-
sons have sought, through corruptly offering
various favors, privileges, and other induce-
ments (including large sums of money), to
induce certain individuals to lend their po-
litieal support to one political party rather
than to another, or to become candidates of
one political party rather than of another,
and that the offers made by such persons
have in fact corruptly induced certain of
such individuals to change their political
affiliations or to lend their political support
to one political party rather than to another.

“Sec. 2. The committee shall report its
findings, together with its recommendations
for such legislation as it deems advisable,
to the Senate at the earllest practicable date,
but not later than January 31, 1961.

“Sec. 3. For the purpose of this resolution,
the committee, from the date on which this
resolution is agreed to, to January 31, 1961,
inclusive, is authorized (1) to make such
expenditures as it deems advisable, and (2)
to employ on a temporary basis technical,
clerical, and other assilstants and consult-
ants.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall
get back to the statements of the Rep-
resentative from New York as made
yesterday. First, I wish to refer to the
statement made by the Attorney General
of the United States, Mr. Robert Ken-
nedy, in which he called the $250,000
juvenile delinquency project, which had
been set up in Harlem, as “very valu-
able.” I do not know how valuable it is.
I have been trying for 30 days to find
out how the money spent has been used.
I have been unable to find out. I am ad-
vised that an audit has been made, and
I was given to understand 2 weeks ago
that I would get a copy of the audit. I
am still waiting for it. I have thus far
been unable to obtain any report. Per-
haps an examination of the audit will
show that this project has been a glowing
success; on the other hand, it may not
have been as successful as some might
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~think. In any event I question the

_propriety of having made a $250,000
- grant to any Member of Congress or to
one of his controlled companies.

I raised the question as to the propri-
ety of granting $250,000 to an organiza-
_tion 8 days after the organization had
been organized. It was an organization
which was formed by a Member of the
House of Representatives. This money
was taken from a fund which had been
established by Congress under the Juve-
nile Delinquency Act. As an explanation
I was advised that it was made for the
purpose of establishing a domestic peace
corps in New York.

That is the excuse given for having
made this $250,000 outright grant to the
Congressman’s company.

But the point is that Congress has not
vet approved a domestic peace corps.

In my first inquiry about this subject
I was just seeking information. My let-
ter of January 21, 1963, to the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Mr.
Celebrezze, does not mention any name
except that of the company. I should
like to read my letter. I think it is im-
portant. I was not questioning the ac-
tivities of another Member of Congress:

JANUARY 21, 1963.
Hon. ANTHONY J. CELEBREZZE,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.

My Dear Me. SECRETARY: I am writing in
regard to certain newspaper articles which
have appeared recently dealing with a pilot
project for the proposed domestic peace

corps.

One article to which I have reference in-
dicates that the Department of Health, Edu-
~ cation, and Welfare has made available to
an organization known as Associated Com-
munity Teams, Inc., the sum of $250,000 as a
grant which is to be used in a project in New
York City which would determine the feasi-
bility of establishing a domestic peace corps.
I would appreclate having your confirma-
tion or denial of these reports and any com-
ments you would care to make on them. If
the report above is essentially accurate, I
would further appreciate having informa-
tion concerning the organization, the offl-
cers, and the principal stockholders of Asso-
clated Community Teams, Inc., specifically
where it 1s located and plans to conduct its
experiment, under what provision of law it
is eligible for a Federal grant of $250,000,
what provisions are made for a full account-
ing to the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare of the use of these funds, and
any other pertinent information regarding

this organization which you may have.

Yours sincerely,
JOHN J. WILLIAMS,

Mr. President, I repeat—1I did not men-
tion the name of anyone in that letter.
I was merely asking for information con-
cerning a report that a certain company
had been allowed $250,000 to establish a
peace corps in New York City. A reply
to my letter was received under the date
of February 1, 1963, as follows:

BECRETARY OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., February 1, 1963.
Hon. JorN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR Wirrams: This is In re-
eponse to your letter dated January 21, 1063,
regarding a Federal grant of $250,000 to As-
soclated Community Teams, Ine.

Enclosed is a statement by Bernard Russell,
special assistant to the BSecretary, which
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should clarify your questions as well as those
raised by Mr. Davenport on the telephone.

Thank you for your interest in this pro-
gram. If I can be of any further help to you,
please feel free to call upon me.

Sincerely,
Ivax A, NESTINGEN,
Acting Secretary.

All of this correspondence was placed
in the REcorp on February 5, 1963. I
shall not read the entire attachment, but
I shall quote one paragraph:

The incorporators of Associated Commu-
nity Teams, Inc., are the following five peo-
ple: Adam Clayton Powell, Congressman,
minister; Livingston L. Wingate, associate
counsel for labor-management, Committee
on Education and Labor; David D. Jones,
deputy commissioner of correction; Jawn A.
Sandifer, attorney, civic leader; and Jose
Ramos Lopez, assemblyman, New York City.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that the attachment to this
letter of February 1 be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the attach-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD, as follows:

REPORT ON ASSOCIATED COMMUNITY TEAMS,
Inc.

(By Bernard Russell, special assistant to the
Secretary for juvenile delinquency)

Assoclated Community Teams, Inc., first
submitted an application on May 15, 1962.
The project director at that time was a highly
respected soclal scientist, Dr. Robert MaclIver.
The application was withdrawn after con-
sultation with staff since it overlapped with
another project in Harlam. The proposal
was then redrawn requesting a grant “to
sponsor in the central Harlem community
the development of (1) a domestic peace
corps, and (2) an urban service corps pro-
gram as an outgrowth of the domestic peace
corps. This will require the development of a
program for the effective training of profes-
sional and lay personnel who will be com-
petent to design and conduct the several
programs involved in the domestic peace
corps concept. The urban service corps is
conceived as an evolving phase of the domes-
tie peace corps, in which peace corps trainees
would eventually gain the skills and
tence for supervising youngsters recruited
into the urban service corps.” This proposal
was reviewed by a technical review panel
composed of experts outside of Government
who recommended approval. The grant was
approved on August 1, 1962.

The incorporators of Assoclated Commu-
nity Teams, Inc., are the following five
people: Adam Clayton Powell, Congressman,
minister; Livingston L. Wingate, assoclate
counsel for labor-management, Committee
on Education and Labor; David D, Jones,
deputy commissioner of correction; Jawn A.
Sandifer, attorney, civic leader; and Jose
Ramos Lopes, assemblyman, New York City.

Attached is a list of the board of directors
who elect their own officers. The officers
are Mr. Andrew Tyler, president; Miss Evelyn
Cunningham, secretary; and Mr. David
Jones, treasurer.

Assoclated Community Teams, Inc., has of-
fices at 179 West 137th Street in New York
City. They were awarded this grant under
Public Law 87-274, section 4.

Accounting reports on projects under this
program are required to be filed at the end
of each year's experience, or within 3 months
after expiration of the grant, whichever
comes earlier,

An audit is being conducted at this time
on the grant issued to Associated Community
Teams, Inc., which is part of an interim
audft we are conducting for all our projects.

February 20

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, this was the first time in the
colloquy that the name of Representa-
tive PoweLL appeared. I was merely
reading it from the letter. It appeared
here because the gentleman was a mem-
ber of the company which had received
the $250,000 grant. It was in comment-
ing upon his association with this com-
pany which received the $250,000 grant
that I made the statement that I did not
think he was the kind of man whom I
would choose to head a juvenile delin-
?uency program. That is still my opin-

on.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield? I
should like to make a parliamentary in-
quiry, if I may do so, with the consent
of the Senator.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Montana,

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr, President, at
page 265 of the manual entitled “Sen-
ate Procedure,” the following statement
appears in the fifth full paragraph:

It has been held out of order for a Sen-

ator to make references to Members of the
House——

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President——

Mr. MANSFIELD. The next phrase
reads—I am sure the Senator would
wish me to keep the continuity—“to re-
fer to a Member of the House by name.”

My question is—and I ask this question
in my present capacity for clarifica-
tion: Is the reference to “to refer to a
Member of the House by name” out of
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bayxm in the chair). The Chair respect-
fully submits that, according to rule XIX
of the Senate, the point which the ma-
jority leader raises is not mentioned;
that the subject covered in his question
to the Chair has been a matter of dis-
cretion with the Presiding Officer at the
specific time in question. Unless a point
of order is made by the majority leader
or any other Member of the Senate, the
Chair will not call to order the Senator
who is speaking in the Senate.

WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President I do not think the reading of
a Member’s name as it is included in an
agency’s letter is out of order. Other-
wise, I do not know how my question to
the Secretary could have been answered,
as to who were the incorporators or the
directors of the corporation.

However, if the Senator from Montana
prefers that the name of the Member not
appear in the Recorp, I ask that wher-
ever the name of the——

Mr., MANSFIELD., Mr, President, will
the Senator from Delaware stop right
there?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, I
will stop.

Mr. MANSFIELD. All I wanted was
clariﬁoatdon. I have it.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. Thank
you. 1 think it would be better to leave
it as it is.

I assure the majority leader that I will
abide by the rules of the House and the
rules of the Senate, just as they are
abided by in the other body.

Mr.
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In my earlier remarks I referred to
the Member of the other body only as a
gentleman and as a very close friend of
the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse]l. Later, when the Senator from
Oregon thought I was stressing that
friendship too much, out of deference to
him, I asked that the Recorp show other-
wise. SoIam referring to the individual
today as a friend of the Kennedy ad-
ministration.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of two adminis-
trations.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. He is a
friend of almost anybody who will give
him something. I will say that.

Mr. President, since I have been un-
able to get a more official description of
the operations of the peace corps which
was established with this $250,000 grant,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the ReEcorp an article en-
titled “Peace Corps in Harlem Fails To
Get Off Ground,” as published in the
Washington Sunday Star of February 17,
1963.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

[From the Washington Star, Feb. 17, 1963]

Feb. 17, 1963]

PEAcE CorPs IN HarrLEm Toms To GET OFF
GroUND—POWELL Usep INFLUENCE To HELP
GET $250,000 FEDERAL GRANT

(By Cecil Holland)

New Yorrk, February 16.—There's bustle
and excitement—and also some concern—in
a building up in central Harlem here,

This is the headquarters of a fledgling
domestic “peace corps” which is struggling
to get off the ground despite a bombard-
ment of senatorial criticism.

The project is the acknowledged brain-
child of Apam CrayroN Powern, New York
Representative. But its leaders vehement-
1y deny charges by critics that it was the
Kennedy administration’s tender concern
for the Negro Democratic Congressman that
led to a $250,000 Federal grant for an open-
ing attack on Harlem’s surging juvenile de-
linquency.
“It's a fact that Apam CrayroN PowELL

fluence was used to get it.

“How in the hell does a community get
a grant if not through its Congressman? If
he didn't negotlate it, he should be run
out.”

Mr. Wingate, a Harlem lawyer on leave as
associate counsel of Mr. PoweLL's House
Education and Labor Committee, rattled off
reasons why Harlem, suffering from social
and economic stagnation, should receive
Federal assistance.

The sprawling Negro community in upper
Manhattan, he pointed out, has the highest
delinquency rate in New York. In admis-
sions to mental institutions, infant mortal-
ity, arrests for narcotic violations, and other
indexes of social ills it also ranks at the top.

“This is the worst juvenile delinquency
spot in America,” Mr. Wingate continued.
“How could they refuse to give us a grant?”

Senator JouwN J. WiLriams, Republican of
Delaware, recently cited the project as one
of several examples of the loose manner
in which the administration has been
shoveling the taxpayers' money out to Mr,
POWELL,

But Mr. Wingate pointed out that the
grant was made not to the Negro Congress-
man, but to an organization known as Asso-
ciated Community Teams, Inc.—ACT, for
short. The agency, he emphasized, 18 run
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by a 16-member board representing a cross
section of the community.

“ApaM hasn't interfered and practically
couldn’t,” Mr. Wingate went on. “He would
have to sell the board, and as a consequence
he doesn't try.”

Members of the board include Dr. Charles
Shapp, superintendent of schools for the
Harlem district; Andrew Tyler, president of
the Harlem Bar Assoclation, and a number
who were described as “not friendly to
Apam."”

The Negro Congressman is one of the in-
corporators of ACT and one of the directors.
But Mr. PoweLL, who has been vacationing
in Puerto Rico, has never attended a meeting
of ACT's board and has “never been over the
premises since we opened up,” Mr. Wingate
saYS.

“He's done his job and doesn't need to
interfere,” the director went on. *All he
needs is for it to be clean and work. As-
suming he is a practical politiclan, he can
leave it alone and have the gratitude of
Harlem. You can't get his mark off this
project.”

SECOND GROUP AIDED

If it were not for Mr. PowELL's connection
with it, the project might have escaped na-
tional attention. Two blocks away from its
offices there is another organization known
as Harlem Youth Opportunities, Ine., with
which Mr. PoweLL is not personally identi-
fied.

HARYOU, as it is called, has received a Fed-
eral grant of $230,000 for mapping out a
broad-scale program attacking Harlem's de-
linquency. It has recelved little or no
attention.

As now contemplated, the two organiza-
tions eventually will merge their efforts and
seek multimillion-dollar Federal and other
assistance for a major Harlem project. In
purpose it would be similar to the $12.6 mil-
lion, 3-year program now under way, with
great acclaim, in New York’s lower East Side,
with Federal, city, and private funds.

Whether this comes about for Harlem will
depend, to a large extent, on the success of
Mr. POWELL'S “peace corps” under the eyes of
a critical Congress.

ON ITS OWN

With its present $250,000 grant and the
expectation of getting $125,000 more, ACT
is very much on its own. Peace Corps offi-
cials in Washington said it has no connection

‘whatever with the Eennedy administration’s

foreign showplece. And those working on
President Kennedy’s projected domestic pro-
gram for youth disclaim any connections
with it and deny that it is a pilot project.

It is an orphan as far as New York City
is concerned, too. Mayor Wagner's staff
currently is drafting recommendations it
will present to the Kennedy administration
:.il:bout its own proposed domestic organiza-

on.

“In general, we think ACT is a very in-
teresting idea,” said one of the city’s admin-

istrators. “But we have nothing to do
with it.”
ACT recelved its #$250,000 grant last

August from the Health, Education, and
Welfare Department under authority of the
Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses
Control Act of 1961. More than 30 similar
grants have been made throughout the
country.

‘The law requires that reciplents contribute
money, facilities, or services for carrying out
the project. An HEW official said £9,000
had been contributed to the Harlem project
by the Adam Clayton Powell Foundation,

‘but this, it was learned here, seemed to be

in error.

Mr. Wingate said it was planned to ralse
£0,000 by public subsecription, but no cam-
paign so far had been launched.
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ACT has been slow in getting underway,
recelving its first trainees only last month.
They numbered 28 college students—16 men
and 12 women—and they came from 21
States. Seven are from the Harlem area
itself.

Mr. Wingate said it was planned to have
at least a third of the trainees white, but
arrangements could not be completed in time
for them to leave their schools. Applica-
tions are pending, he added, from white
students at Harvard, Radcliffe, and Benning-
ton. ACT hopes to start a second class in
June.

SEVENTY-FIVE DOLLARS A MONTH

The students will undergo 2 months of
intensive training and then will be assigned
to social agencies and hospitals for a year's
work in Harlem.

The peace corpsmen will receive travel
pay, subsistence, a $2-a-day spending allow-
ance and $75 a month, to be paid to them
at the end of their service.

As outlined by Mr. Wingate and others,
ACT’'s program includes three features: The
“peace corps,” the use of the corpsmen to
train and direct an wurban service corps,
and a third goal, which is not yet designed,
almed at alding aduits.

Mr. Wingate and others said they hoped
the undertaking would pull together ‘“‘under
one umbrella” all the groups working in the
Harlem area, as has been done in the lower
East Side project.

Senator LauscHE, Democrat of Ohilo, has
questioned the administrative costs of the
project, including rent and staff salaries.

NEAR POWELL CHURCH

ACT occuples 7,604 square feet on two
floors of a bullding on 137th street, just off
Seventh Avenue, and backing up against the
Abyssinian Baptist Church of which Mr.
PowEeLL has been pastor for many years. The
building is owned by Adam Clayton Powell
Center, Inc., named for Mr. PoweLL’s father
and the church’s former pastor, and is, it
was explained, in effect an extension of the
church.

ACT pays a rental of $2,000 a month or
about $3 a square foot. According to an
appralsal Mr. Wingate had made before
the lease was signed, the rate is in line with
other rental properties, and the building
was the only one in the Harlem area where
such an amount of space was available,

Others in New York described the rate as
reasonable. “Even in the depressed areas
space is at a premium and rental rates are
not low,” one man familiar with the situa-
tion said.

At present the Harlem “peace corps” has
a staff of 26 and 3 part-time consultants.
It has contracted with New York University
for two-fifths of the teaching services of Dr.
Jeanne Noble, an on community re-
lations, and 20 days of consulting time at
a total cost of $3,400. In addition, Mr. Win-
gate said, Dr. Noble is doing research free
for the agency.

SALARIES COMPARED

Staff salaries range down from a top of
$16,000. A source not connected with ACT
said this is not out of line. The lower East
Side project known as Mobilization for
Youth has 102 on its staff with salarles
ranging up to $21,000. HARYOU, the other
Harlem project, employs 16 persons. A
spokesman declined to say what the salarles
are.

James E. McCarthy, director of the lower
East Side project and a veteran of New York
social work, commended the Harlem project
as a step In meeting a community need.

“We look favorably upon it,” he said. “We
think it will work.”

The trainees and the agency itself re-
ceived an unexpected lesson in community
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work in a recent Harlem apartment fire
which left several hundred homeless.

Under Mr. Wingate’s direction the new
agency tried its wings by helping out at the
fire scene and later by finding homes and
organizing a clothing drive for the victims.
They brought a response from all over New
York.

According to Chester F. Page, director of
Red Cross disaster services in New York
and formerly of Kensington, Md., the corps
did a very good job in mobilizing com-
munity resources.

“This is the best idea that has ever hap-
pened here,” Mr. Page said. “They are work-
ing toward developing a do-it-yourself pro-
gram.”

If it succeeds, Mr. Page said ACT will be-
come a part of the New York's disaster rellef
program.

But just where the Harlem organization
goes from here depends not only on itself,
but on what Congress will do in providing
additional funds for a long-range program.
Here is an area where everyday living is in
itself a problem, if not something of a dis-
aster.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I call attention to a couple
of points in the article. The entire ar-
ticle has been placed in the RECORD.
The article points out:

ACT recelved its $250,000 grant last
August from the Health, Education, and
Welfare Department under authority of the
Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offenses
Control Act of 1961.

The article then states that the re-
cipients had agreed to put up $9,000 of
their own money in return for getting
this $250,000 grant. According to this
article they were supposed to get an
extra $125,000.

The article quotes the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare as stat-
ing that this $9,000 has been put up;
but the gentleman who released the in-
formation to the newspapers said that
the money had not yet been raised.
Even if this $9,000 has been advanced, it
seems to me that $9,000 is a relatively
small amount of money for anyone,
whether he be a Member of the House
or the Senate or a private citizen, to
have to put up in order to get a $250,000
grant from the Federal Treasury.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in
the REcorp my letter of February 7 ad-
dressed to the Honorable Celebrezze, in
whiczh I requested a breakdown of the
expenditures under this grant.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

FEBRUARY 7T, 1963.
Hon, ANTHONY J. CELEBREZZE,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.

My DEAR MRr. SECRETARY : This is in further
reference to my letter to you of January 21,
1963, and the reply of Mr., Nestingen dated
February 1, 1963, regarding the grant by the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare of $250,000 to Associated Community
Teams, Inc.

In connection with this grant, I would ap-
preciate it if you would provide me with a
list of all the payments and disbursements
which have thus far been made from the
funds allocated to the ACT program, as well
as the dates of such payment.s.

I would also like to have a tabulation
showlng the followlng information:

1. The expenditures made by or approved
by Associated Community Teams to date;
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2. The name of the person or persons to
whom the payments have been made or for
whom authorized;

3. The purpose for which each payment
was made or authorized;

4. The date of such payment or authoriza-
tion;

5. The names, addresses, position, and
salary pald to all employees of Associated
Community Teams, Inc., whether they have
been part-time employees or full-time em-
ployees;

6. The amount of private capital which
has been pledged to support the program of
Assoclated Community Teams, Inc.; and

7. The amount of private capital which has
been advanced to date.

I appreclate very much your attention to
this request.

Yours sincerely,
JoHN J, WILLIAMS,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the only expenditure con-
cerning this grant that I have been able
to get the Department to confirm is the
payment of $2,000 a month rent for office
space. I was advised by the Department
that it is paying this amount to a com-
pany known as the Adam Clayton Pow-
ell Center, Inc. Perhaps the Congress-
man can explain his association with this
company.

I do not take a back seat to anyone in
favoring juvenile delinquency programs.
Certainly all of us recognize the juvenile
delinquency problem, but I do not think
this matter involves the question of
whether we favor juvenile delinquency
Programs.

The other day one Member of Congress
pointed out what a great supporter he
had always been of the Boy Scout move-
ment. Mr. President, I, too, have great
respect for the Boy Scouts of America; I
think that organization is one of the
greatest organizations in the country. I
respect those dedicated people working
in the Peace Corps. But the fact that a
man has respect for the Boy Scouts of
America or the Peace Corps does not
mean that one cannot criticize a $250,000
grant from the Federal Treasury. Ihave
a perfect right, either as a Senator or as
a U.S. citizen, to state that the gentle-
man in question—1I refer to him as a gen-
tleman and as a friend of the Kennedy
administration—would not qualify as a
Boy Scout.

Mr. President, now I wish to discuss
the loans of the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation. On this subject, apparently
I shall be on very firm ground, because
now I quote a press statement by this
friend or protege of the administra-
fion. He said:

On the subject of the Adam Clayton Pow-
ell Foundation, which was involved in deal-
ings of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency that were criticized by WiLLiAMS,
PoweLL saild he has “absolutely no connec-
tion with it."

The foundation is named after PoweLL’s
father. PoweLL said he helped set up the

foundation, but now was not connected
with it.

In continuing, it states that he made
a flat statement that he had not received
a dollar of the loans to which I re-
ferred in my remarks of February 5.

Well, Mr. President, according to a
subsequent news report, he said he had
resigned from his association with this
foundation—I do not know how he rec-
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onciles that reasoning. I merely say
that I should like to read the first para-
graph of a letter which I received from
Mr, Weaver, Administrator of the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency, in re-
sponse to my inquiry:
HousiNnGg AND HOME
FINANCE AGENCY,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D.C., November 14, 1962,
Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR WiLLiams: This is in reply
to your letter of October 23, 1962, requesting
a record of all loans which have been ap-
proved for Congressman—

The friend of the administration—

the Adam Clayton Powell Foundation, or
other company ([sic] with which he is con-
nected.

The Housing and Home Finance Agen-
cy wrote this letter, and in it they refer
to companies with which this adminis-
tration’s protege is associated. The
Agency lists three loans.

Technically the gentleman from New
York was correct when he said he per-
sonally had not received this money; it
was his companies that were applying
for the loans. But the letter speaks for
itself.

The Agency listed, up to that time,
$10,800,000 of loans or request for mort-
gage guarantees and listed the cost of
the property as being slightly more than
$8 million. To be exact the loan re-
quest was for $2.5 million more than the
acquisition cost of the properties in
question and at the time of my inquiry
they appeared to be getting favorable
consideration.

For one of the properties—the Hotel
2400—the acquisition cost, based on the
letter from the Agency, was only $2,250,-
000. The loan request was rated feasible
for $4,500,000 or double the acquisition
cost. I repeat from their report the
application was found feasible at $4,500,-
000, subject to the enactment of legisla-
tion granting tax abatement.

Naturally I was interested in any pro-
posed legislation introduced to grant tax
abatement to a company which was ne-
gotiating a loan of $4.5 million on a
property being purchased for $2% mil-
lion. That raised a very proper ques-
tion.

I am sure the gentleman from New
York, this friend and protege of the
Kennedy administration, will not object
to my saying anything about this, In
fact, he now disclaims any connection
with the Adam Clayton Powell Founda-
tion.

At any rate, the Agency’s letter states:

Dear SENATOR WiLLIAMS: This is in ref-
erence to your letter of December 4, 1862,
wherein you request additional information
pertinent to the three proposals now pend-
ing before the Federal Houslng Administra-
tion sponsored by affiliates of Congressman
ApaM CLAYTON POWELL.

Your questions will be answered In the
order presented.

The first relates to proposed legislation
nec to obtain tax abatement for Hotel
2400 in the District of Columbia, On August
1, 1962, the Honorable ABrRAHAM J. MULTER,
of New York, introduced bill H.R. 12757, copy
of which is enclosed. If passed in its pres-
ent form, it appears this bill would provide
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for complete abatement of real estate taxes
unlimited as to time.

I should like to quote from the bill,
and then I shall ask that both the letter
and the bill be printed in the REecorp.
I quote now from H.R. 12757, introduced
in the House on August 1, 1962, and
upon the enactment of which approval
of a $4'% million loan was contingent.
I quote from the bill: “is hereby exempt
from all real property taxation so long as
the same is owned by and used to carry
out the purpose of the Adam Clayton
Powell Foundation, Inc.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have both letters concerning
these loans and the bill printed at this
point in the ReCorp.

There being no objection, the letters
and the bill were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

HousING AND HOME
FINANCE AGENCY,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D.C., November 14, 1962,
Hon. JoaN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR WiLniams: This is in reply
to your letter of October 23, 1962, requesting
a record of all loans which have been ap-
proved for Congressman ApAM CLAYTON
PowsLL, Jr., the Adam Clayton Powell Foun-
dation, or other company with which he is
connected.

With respect to the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration program of insured mortgages,
Commissioner Neal J. Hardy advises me that
in the small homes program (1- to 4-family
residences), he is not able to lmmediately
identify any loans which have been insured
in the name of Apam CrayTOoN POWELL, JR.
or related companies. I am sure you will
understand that since there are approxi-
mately 3% milllon small home mortgages
insured by the FHA, it is not possible to say
with certainty that Representative PoweLn
has not been the mortgagor in an insured
m A
With respect to multifamily housing op-
erations, there are presently three proposals
before the Federal Housing Administration.
One application in formal processing is a
gection 221(d) (3) project for lower-income
occupants. The essential facts are as fol-
lows: The Iliad, Bronx, N.Y.; project No,
012-55002NP, section 221(d) (3); below mar-
ket interest rate—31; percent; 358 wunits,
24-story; mortgage (100 percent) $4,938,000;
sponsor: Morris Park Senlor Citizens Hous-
ing Counell, Ine. (instrumentality of the
Abyssinian Baptist Church); eligibility of
nonprofit approved, September 3, 1063;
builder, Robert Chuckrow Construction Co.

In addition, there are two firm proposals
before the FHA involving mortgages under
section 231 to provide housing for the elderly
as follows:

1. Hotel 2400, Washington, D.C. (rehabili-
tation); project No. 000-38003—-NP; 407 units,
8-story; acquisition price of property, $2,-
250,000 plus; requested mortgage amount,
$4,860,000; interest 54 percent plus one-half
of 1 percent mortgage insurance premium.
Application was found feasible at $4,500,000
subject to enactment of legislation granting
tax abatement. Processing will be under-
taken upon formal advice from mortgagee.

2. Douglas Hotel, Newark, N.J. (rehabili-
tation); 183 units, 8-story; acquisition price
of property, $1,400,000; interest 51§ percent
plus one-half of 1 percent mortgage insur-
ance premium. Preapplication analysis is
now underway. The submissions necessary
to determine eligibility of nonprofit mort-
gagor not complete at this time.

In regard to your request for the financial
statement accompanying the applications, it
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is our opinion that the FHA is legally pre-
cluded from disseminating information of
this type which is submitted by private
parties on a confidential basis in support
of applications for mortgage insurance,

In connection with the two projects in-
volving rehabilitation, Commissioner Hardy
informs me that the p involve loan
amounts which will exceed the acquisition
cost of the property by reason of the costs
incidental to repairing and converting the
property to its new use. By law, the amount
of mortgage cannot exceed the acquisition
cost or as-is value whichever is lesser, plus
the cost of rehabilitation; or the value of the
property as rehabllitated whichever is lesser.

Sincerely yours,
RoOBERT C, WEAVER,
Administrator.

HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D.C., December 18, 1962.
Hon. JOEN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR WirrLiams: This is in refer-
ence to your letter of December 4, 1062,
wherein you request additional information
pertinent to the three proposals now pend-
ing before the Federal Housing Administra-
tion sponsored by affiliates of Congressman
Apam CLAYTON POWELL.

Your questions will be answered in the
order presented.

The first relates to proposed legislation
necessary to obtain tax abatement for Hotel
2400 in the District of Columbia. On August
1, 1962, the Honorable AsraHAM J. MULTER, of
New York, introduced bill HR. 12757, copy
of which is enclosed. If passed in its present
form, it appears this bill would provide for
complete abatement of real estate taxes
unlimited as to time.

The second question relates to financing
detalls of the three projects. In relation to
the ratio of loan to acquisition cost of Hotel
2400 and the Douglas Hotel, our rules re-
quire that the loan not exceed the acquisi-
tion cost, plus cost of rehabilitation.
Processing in FHA has not yet reached the
point where their estimate of rehabilitation
cost is avallable and thus we are unable to
furnish you with the amount of loan that
would be eligible provided the tax legisla-
tion is obtained. FHA Commissioner Hardy
informs me the Douglas Hotfel proposal has
not proceeded beyond the initial pre
stage and there is no representation as to a
firm acquisition cost at this time.

The third property known as The Illiad is
proposed construction and not rehabilita-
tion, thus the acquisition cost will relate to
land only.

Information ls not avallable as to dis-
bursements since no mortgagor corporation
has been created nor closing obtained in
any of the three mentioned cases and is not
expected before the summer of 1963.

The answer to guestion 3 is, of course, in
the affirmative as a result of section 227 of
the National Housing Act wherein cost
certification is required.

In answer to a, b, ¢, and d, I am informed
the FHA has had no previous experience
with this sponsoring group.

Sincerely yours,
RoBERT C. WEAVER,
Administrator.

HR. 12757
[Introduced August 1, 1862]

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representative of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That all that
certain plot, piece, or parcel of land, with the
buildings and improvements thereon, lying
and being in the District of Columbia and
known and described as follows: Lot 99 in
the combination made by Kennedy Brothers,
Incorporated, of lots in block 6, Meridian
Hill; as per plat recorded in liber numbered
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55, folio 162, of the records of the Office of the
Burveyor of the District of Columbia; and,
also, all of the lots 100 in the combination
made by Kennedy Brothers, Incorporated, of
lots in said block 6, Meridian :El:ﬂl as per the
plat recorded in liber numbered 56, folio 16,
of the aforesaid surveyor's office records;
excepting the part thereof condemned and
taken for alley purposes by proceeding in dis-
trict court case numbered 1535 in the United
States District Court for the District of
Columbia; which land is designated on the
records of the Assessor of the District of
Columbia for taxation purposes as lots 903
and 820 in square 2571, is hereby exempt
from all real property taxation so long as the
same is owned by and used to carry out the
purposes of the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation, Incorporated, and is not used
for commercial purposes, subject to the pro-
visions of sections 2, 38, and 5 of the Act
entitled “An Act to define the real property
exempt from taxation in the District of
Columbia", approved December 24, 1942 (56
Stat. 1091; D.C. Code, secs. 47-801b, 47-801¢,
47-801e).

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr,
President, yesterday, in taking exception
to my earlier remarks, the gentleman
from New York sald I had made cerfain
inaccuracies in my statement. I think I
know to what he referred because after
I made my speech the Housing and Home
Finance Agency also referred to an
omission in their first report. Under
date of February 12, 1963, they sent me
another letter. This letter also is signed
by Robert C. Weaver, Administrator. In
this letter he pointed out that they had
located another loan of $1,348,000. As
a matter of fact, it was not my fault be-
cause I had placed in the Recorp what
the Agency had furnished. But in a fur-
ther examination of its files, the Agency
found that it had not quite told me all
the story; there was this other loan. I
quote from this letter wherein they said
there was “a direct loan for senior citi-
zens housing approved by the Morris
Park Senior Citizens Housing Council,
Inc., of New York, in the amount of
$1,348,000, of which $79,000 has been dis-
bursed.”

The Agency points out that it was
granted under the Community Facilities
Act; and according to the Agency, this
friend of the Kennedy administration,
who is also a Member of the House, was
connected with this firm. I accept this
as an unintentional oversight. Perhaps
my first inquiry was not understood to
be all-inclusive, but the fact remains
that in my earlier remarks I underesti-
mated the loans of his affiliated compa~-
nies and their loan requests by this
$1,348,000.

If this is the error to which he referred
I am glad to correct it, and if later I find
anymore loans or grants I will see that
they too are reported. This must be the
inaccuracy to which the administration’s
friend from New York referred yesterday
when he said that I have not told all the
story. I had not told about this other
loan. I will include a more complete re-
port of the loan in a letter that will be
inserted later. This friend of the ad-

‘ministration made a flat statement that

none of the loans to which I had referred
had ever been received by him personally.
So what, no one ever said he did. It was
his controlled companies that were get-
ting this money. I have been advised
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since I made my speech that all of those
loan requests have now been rejected.
That is good news; they should have
been rejected. I do not say that my re-
marks had anything whatever to do with
the rejection of those loans. I do not
make that claim at all. I am perfectly
willing to give the Agency the full credit
for this decision. They are rejected, and
as I understand it now, those loans,
which total approximately $11 million on
property for which the acquisition cost
was to be about $8.5 million, have all
been rejected. The new loan of $1,348,-
000 which I reported today, however, was
not rejected. It has been approved.

However, the administration’s friend
from New York is correct when he now
states that he has not had any of the
money from those first reported loans.
I hope that I can say the same thing a
year from now. If they stand rejected
he will not be getting any. At least the
outflow of this much taxpayers’ money
has been stopped.

Under section 202 of the Housing Act
of 1959, as amended by the Housing Act
of 1961, the Community Facilities Ad-
ministration makes loans which may be
up to 100 percent of the development
cost to assist private nonprofit corpora-
tions, cooperatives, certain public bodies,
and agencies to provide housing and re-
lated facilities for elderly families and
persons. Those loans may run as long
as 50 years. The Agency reports that one
such loan has been approved for a proj-
ect sponsored by an organization identi-
fied with the Abyssinian Baptist Church.
I am sure that the administration’s
friend from New York will admit his as-
sociation with this organization. A more
complete description of fthis project and
the loans follows.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire letter be printed at
this point in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

HousiNGg AND HOME
FINANCE AGENCY,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D.C., February 12, 1963.
Hon. JouN J. Wn.mns.
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR WiLniams: On February 8,
by telephone to my office, you asked that
we supply you with information on any
actlons taken by this Agency in the housing
programs it administers on applications by
Mr. Apam CrayroN PoweLn, Jr., the Adam
Clayton Powell Foundation, or other organi-
zations in which Mr. PoweLL is known to be
a participant or to have an interest. This
letter is in response to that request and also
to your letters of February 8 to Commis-
sioner Sidney H. Woolner of the Community
Facilities Administration and to me asking
for similar information,

I should like to make it clear at the outset
that we can ldentify no FHA-insured mort-
gage approved for a project sponsored by an
organization with which Mr, PowsLL is in
any way ldentified. Only one loan has been
granted to such an organization, that being
a direct loan for senior citizens housing ap-
proved for the Morris Park Senior Citizens
Housing Council, Inc.,, of New York, in the
amount of $1,348,000, of which $79,000 has
been disbursed.
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In order that this report may be complete
in itself, I am including certain information
already supplied you in my letters of No-
vember 14, 1962, and December 18, 1962, in
response to your earlier inquiries.

Two constituents of this Agency, the
Federal Housing Administration and the
Community Facilitles Administration, have
recelved proposals or applications from or-
ganizations of the kind you describe. I am
reporting on each separately.

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION

'This is a program, not of loans, but of in-
surance of mortgage loans made by private
lending institutions. Under section 203 of
the National Housing Act, mortgage loans
are insured for one- to four-family dwell-
ings. Under other sections of the act,
mortgage loans are insured for multifamily
projects, including loans under section 231
for the construction or the purchase and
rehabilitation of rental housing for elderly
persons, and loans under section 221(d) (3)
at below-market interest rates for housing
for families of low and moderate income
sponsored by nonprofit or limited dividend
corporations, cooperatives, or certain public
bodies.

One- to four-family housing: The Fed-
eral Housing Administration is unable to
identify any loans of this kind which may
have been insured in the name of Apam
CrayToN POWELL, JR., Or any organization in
which he is a participant or has an inter-
est. However, the FHA has insured more
than 6.4 million home mortgages, and it is
not possible to say with certainty that Mr.
PoweLL has not been a mortgagor or an as-
sociate of a mortgagor in one of these,

Multifamily projects: The Federal Hous-
ing Administration has not insured or ap-
proved for insurance any mortgage loan for
a multifamily project on the application of
ApaMm Crayron PoweLn, Jr., Or Any organi-
zation in which he is known to be a partici-
pant or have an interest. It has, however,
recelved and glven some consideration to
proposals submitted by organizations with
which Mr. PoweLL is identified for mortgage
insurance for two projects for elderly per-
sons under section 231, and five projects for
low and moderate income families under
section 221(d) (3).

Proposals under section 231 (housing for
the elderly) are as follows:

Hotel 2400, Washington, D.C. (rehabilita-
tion), 407 units in 8-story structure. Pre-
liminary proposal submitted on March 6,
1962, by Adam Clayton Powell Foundation,
Inc. Requested mortgage amount, $4,850,-
000 to cover cost of acquisition of property
at price of $2,2560,000 and its rehabilitation
to standards required in this program. In-
terest would be at 51 percent plus one-half
of 1 percent mortgage insurance premium.
Nonprofit mortgagor approved as eligible
sponsor. Proposal assumes project will bene-
fit from tax abatement under legislation not
yet enacted. Proposal found feasible at
$4,500,000, subject to granting of tax abate-
ment and compliance with FHA require-
ments. Without tax abatement the project
cannot go forward. Agency has not en-
dorsed nor has it expressed an opinion on
the proposed tax abatement legislation.

Douglas Hotel, Newark, N.J. (rehabilita-
tion). Preliminary proposal submitted on
October 16, 1962, by Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation, Inec,, for purchase of property at
price of $1,400,000 and rehabilitation to
provide 183 wunits in 8-story structure.
Preapplication analysis now underway. No
cost estimates available. No determination
as to feasibility of project. No determina-
tion as to eligibility of nonprofit mortgagor.

As explained in my earlier letters, the
amount of the insured mortgage under sec-
tion 231 may include costs of both purchase
and rehabilitation, the limits for a nonprofit
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sponsor being the estimated value of the
property before rehabilitation plus the cost
of rehabilitation, or the value of the property
as rehabilitated, whichever is the lesser.

One proposal under- section 221(d)(3)
(housing for low and moderate income fami-
lies) is under review, as follows: The Iliad,
Bronx, N.Y. (new construction), 858 units
in 24-story structure. Proposal for 100 per-
cent, $4,938,000 FHA-insured mortgage at
below market interest rate (31 percent)
submitted June 5, 1962, with Morris Park
Senior Citizens Housing Council, Inc., an
organization related to the Abyssinian Bap-
tist Church, as mortgagor. Ellgibility of
nonprofit mortgagor approved. Project would
require at least 40 percent tax abatement
under New York State law in order to be
economically feasible.

1 am informed that the Industrial Devel-
opment & Building Corp., of Dallas, Tex.,
acting on behalf of the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation, has made inquiries of the Dallas
and Fort Worth offices of the Federal Hous-
ing Administration regarding suitability of
sites for two projects in Dallas and one in
Grand Prairie, Tex., for development of hous-
ing under section 221(d)(3). One site in
Dallas has been found not suitable, and none
has been approved. Also, I am informed that
the Indianapolis office of the Federal Housing
Administration has under consideration a
preliminary proposal from the Harlemco De-
velopment Corp., acting on behalf of the
Adam Clayton Powell Foundation. On these,
I have no further information at this time.

In addition, the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation has informed the FHA that it
is doing preliminary work on proposals for
projects under section 221(d) (3) in Ilinois,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Missis-
sippl, Louisiana, Washington, Oregon, and
California, but we are unable to find that
actual proposals have been submitted to FHA
offices in these States for projects sponsored
by this or any related organization.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES ADMINISTRATION

Under section 202 of the Housing Act of
1959, as amended by the Housing Act of 1961,
the Community Facilities Administration
makes loans, which may be for 100 percent of
development cost, to assist private, nonprofit
corporations, cooperatives, and certain public
bodies and agencies to provide housing and
related facilities for elderly families and per-
sons. Loans may run for as long as 50 years.
One such loan has been approved for a proj-
ect sponsored by an organization identified
with the Abyssinian Baptist Church. A de-
scription of this project follows:

Morris Park project, 15-21 West 124th
Street, New York, N.¥. (new construction).
Preliminary application made by Abyssinian
Baptist Church, November 3, 1960, revised
and resubmitted March 29, 1961, by Morris
Park Senior Citizens Housing Council, Inc., a
new nonprofit organization certified by State
of New York. Loan approved August 24, 1961,
in amount of $1,348,000 at 33; percent inter-
est, with a repayment period of 50 years, for
construction of 97-unit building. Among
other terms and conditions, contract specified
rent schedule to meet needs of lower middle
income occupants and assumed abatement of
real estate taxes under New York law.
Seventy-five thousand dollars disbursed by
CFA to corporation February 26, 1962, for
purchase of 10,000-square-foot property;
$4,000 subsequently disbursed to cover cost
of demolition on site. Amount disbursed se-
cured by land acquired. Interest payments
current. Corporation on January 14, 1063,
reported construction bids opened January
9 were in excess of amount of loan by $140,-
000 and requested increase of loan in this
amount. On January 30, CFA rejected ap-
plication for increased loan on grounds that
increase in rents resultlng from large
amount and prospective tax expense, would
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be incompatible with purpose of program.
Bponsors advise they will adjust plans to
reduce construction costs and readvertise
for bids.

One additional proposal by the Adam Clay-
ton Powell Foundation for a loan under
section 202 has been presented to the Com-
munity Facilities Administration. On No-
vember 15, 1962, a representative of Austin
Assoclates, of New York, submitted an appli-
catlon on behalf of the foundation for a loan
in the amount of $1,591,000 for construction
of a 121-unit housing development for el-
derly persons at a site in New Brunswick,
N.J. Mr, Austin was advised that the appli-
catlon lacked necessary supporting data, and
subsequently the proposed site was found in-
appropriate and was disqualified for further
consideration.

This résumé reflects this Agency's policy of
proceeding proposals and applications sub-
mitted to it by Mr., PowELL or his assoclates
in exactly the same manner as all others,

Sincerely yours,
RoBERT C. WEAVER,
Administrator.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I point
out that this loan which was not in-
cluded in my earlier report was a 100-
percent loan for $1,348,000 for a 50-year
period at 33 percent interest.

I overlooked another point. I under-
stand that he claims since to have re-
signed from the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation; however, the Agency record
still shows him associated with the com-
pany. I should like to quote from the
Department’s letter which shows how
far this company was expanding:

I am informed that the Industrial Devel-
opment and Building Corp., of Dallas, Tex.,
acting on behalf of the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation, has made inquiries of the Dallas
and Fort Worth offices of the Federal Hous-
ing Administration regarding suitability of
sites for two projects in Dallas and one in
Grand Pralirle, Tex., for development of hous-
ing under section 221(d)(3). One site in
Dallas has been found not suitable, and none
has been approved. Also, I am informed
that the Indianapolis office of the Federal
Housing Administration has under consider-
ation a preliminary proposal from the Har-
lemco Development Corp., acting on behalf
of the Adam Clayton Powell Foundation. On
these, I have no further information at this
time.

According to a news story which ap-
peared on the wire services a couple of
days after I made my remarks they re-
ported the rejection of those two proj-
ects in the Dallas area.

I continue reading from the report
which outlines the proposed expansion
of the activities of the Adam Clayton
Powell Foundation into several other
States.

I quote from the letter:

In addition, the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation has informed the FHA that it 1s
doing “preliminary work” on proposals for
projects under section 221(d) (3) in Illinois,
Ohlo, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Missis-
sippl, Louislana, Washington, Oregon, and
Californla, but we are unable to find that ac-
tual proposals have been submitted to FHA
offices in these States for projects sponsored
by this or any related organization.

The entire letter appears in the Rec~-
orp. I merely point out that the

foundation, whose background I have a
perfeet right to inquire into, was appar-
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ently making plans based upon FHA
approval for a move into a 14-State area
to develop housing projects which were
to be financed or insured by the Federal
Government. The company to which
they refer, the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation, is the one which was nego-
tiating these loans of around $11 million
on property upon which it had an option
to buy at around $8.5 million.

Mr. President, one reason that this
friend of the administration can say that
he personally is not negotiating any of
these loans is that each one of these
projects and each one of the negotiated
loans or mortgage guarantees are being
negotiated under the name of different
corporations. There are a whole series
of corporations with which he is asso-
ciated. For a man merely to come out
and say, “I have no loan under my own
name” does not mean anything at all.

Do not overlook the fact that these
are agency reports that I am placing in
the REcorp here today. If they are in
error, it is their fault, but they should
certainly know what they are doing.

Some of this information was put in
the Recorp during the earlier debate.
The additional information I have since
obtained. It all shows the extent of the
operation of this friend of the adminis-
tration, the gentleman from New York.

These reports show clearly the extent
to which the Kennedy administration
has gone to shovel out money to their
friend.

I am amazed to find the Attorney Gen-
eral in his press conference yesterday
still defending these grants and loans.

Continuing reading from the wire
service concerning the gentleman’s
statement yesterday, I quote:

On his taxes, which Wrirriams sald were
delinquent—

The friend of the administration re-
plied—
I always pay my taxes and pay them early.

Mr. President, if he thinks his taxes
are all paid he had better read the Com-
missioner’s letter of December 31, 1962,
which I shall place in the Recorp again
today.

If I understand the English language
he had better look again.

I continue quoting from the wire
service:

PoweLL sald his present tax difficulties with
the Government stemmed from the Internal
Revenue Service's attempt to collect through
civil action taxes that the Government failed
to get through criminal proceedings, which
were dismissed. The Government's claims
now are in the U.S. Tax Court.

Mr. President, the basis for my inquiry
in connection with his tax delinquency
was that in the face of those $11 million
loans that were being negotiated, in the
face of a $250,000 grant which was being
made to a corporation formed by this
Member of the Congress—or should I
say a friend of the administration—I was
very much interested in knowing wheth-
er or not a newspaper story charging
him with delinquency in his taxes was
accurate.

I ask unanimous consent that this
article which appeared in the Washing-
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ton Daily News on November 8, 1962,
entitled “PoweLL Asked To Pay $49,984
in Back Taxes” be printed at this point
in the REcCoRD.

This newspaper article appeared prior
to my inquiry as to his tax delinquency.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

PoweLL ASKED To PAY $49,084 1N BaCK TAXES
(By William Steif)

The Internal Revenue Service has asked
Representative Apam CrayTon PoweLL, Dem-
ocrat, of New York, just elected to his 10th
term in Congress, to pay $40,984 it claims he
owes in back taxes and penalties on his in-
come from 1949 through 1955.

Representative PoweLL's lawyers here,
Edward Bennett Wililams and Colman B.
Stein, deny he owes the money and have filed
Representative PoweLL's denlal in U.S. Tax
Court. The IRS has until next Monday to
reply.

Representative PoweLL's deficlency notice
was sent to him last April 18, after which he
had 90 days either to pay or to petition the
tax court for a hearing. Representative
PoweLL asked for a hearing and Judge Nor-
man O, Tietjens granted a time extension for
filing briefs, because of the case’'s complexity.

Meanwhile, in April 1960, Representative
PoweLL’s criminal trial in New York on
charges of tax evasion ended in a hung jury.

The IRS dropped its criminal case against
the Congressman, who is pastor of the Abys-
sinian Baptist Church in Harlem, in April
1961, after deciding there was no realistic
chance of prosecuting successfully.

The civil action covers a far wider span of
years than the criminal case.

According to IRS tax examiners, Represen~
tative PoweLL was “deficlent” in his tax pay-
ments by these amounts: 1949, $5,512; 1950,
$2,643; 1951, $7,442; 1952, $6,203; 1953, $2,141;
1954, $040; 1955, $1,124. Total deficlency was
calculated by IRS as $26,007. The penalty,
IRS figured, would be $14,976.

In all these years except 1851 Representa-
tive PowELL, chairman of the House Educa-
tion and Labor Committee, flled a joint re-
turn with his former wife, planist Hazel
Bcott. She is jointly liable. In 1951, Repre-
sentative PoweLL filed a separate return.

Representative Powell's lawyers contend
the IRS commissioner “erred” and, in stand-
ard legal terminology, ask the U.S. Tax Court
to “try this case, determine the amount of
deficlency” and “find no penalty may be
asserted.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, based upon that article and
other rumors to that effect. I thought
it was proper to find out the financial
background of the man who was getting
these thousands or millions so freely
from the administration. It is true
some were in the form of guaranteed
loans and guarantees of mortgages for
his companies, but part was in the form
of outright grants. I directed an in-
quiry to the Treasury Department and
their reply will again be placed in the
REecorp today.

In this letter dated December 31,
1962, signed by Mr. Mortimer M. Caplin,
he outlined the deficiencies in the taxes
of this, individual.

On the one hand we have the De-
partment of Justice prosecuting this
man for tax evasion and charging him
with fraud while on the other hand we
see the Attorney General hold a special
press conference to emphasize what a
great job he is doing.
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. It is the responsibility of the De-
partment of Justice to enforce the law,
and in doing so I suggest that the At-
torney General get his mind off the 1964
election.

For the year 1951 the Treasury De-
partment assessed a tax delinquency
against this man of $7,442.12. There
was a fraud penalty of $3,721.06 and an
estimated tax penalty of $533.34, or a
total of $11,696.52. That was the pro-
posed tax for that 1 year plus interest
up to the time when it may be paid.

In addition, there were 6 other years
in which delinquencies were reported.
There were deficiencies in the years
1949, 1950, 1952, 1953, 1954, and 1955.
They are all tabulated in this letter
which I shall place in the RECORD.

All I have to say is that for a man
who now maintains that he has paid his
taxes on time, it is a rather peculiar
Jetter for the Commissioner of Internal
Revenue to be writing about his status
with that agency.

In making this statement I fully re-
spect the right of this individual just
as that of any other taxpayer to con-
test the Department’s claim in the
courts, but that does not alter the fact
that the Treasury Department has filed
a claim for back taxes.

Mr. President, in order that the
Recorp may be clear, I ask unanimous
consent that the letter of the Commis-
sioner, dated December 31, in which he
outlines these delinquent taxes, be
printed again in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.S. TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., December 31, 1962,
‘Hon. JoHN J. WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate,
Washingion, D.C.

Dear Sewnaror WinLiams: This refers to
your letter of December 5, 1962, concerning
Representative Apam C. PoweLL. For the sake
of clarity I am repeating the inquiries con-
tained in your letter, with our response di-
rectly beneath each question.

1. Question. The total amount of back
taxes which Mr. PoweLL owed, along with the
amount of the penaltles and the accrued in-
terest due as of that date, broken down by
years.

Answer. The amount of back taxes owed
by Mr. PoweLL has not been finally deter-
mined. The Federal Government notified
the taxpayer that it proposed to assess cer-
taln deficlencles against him for the years
1949 through 1955. The taxpayer has pe-
titloned the U.S. Tax Court for a hearing
on these matters. The records of the Tax
Court reveal the following:

DOCKET NO. 2850-62

The taxpayer was notified on April 18, 1962,
that the Government proposed to assess the
following deficiency against him for the tax-
able year ended December 31, 1951:

B e e et b 87, 442, 12

Fraud penalty. - L o L 3,721.06
Estimated tax penalty.._._____.. . 533.84
WabRl oy 11, 696. 62

DOCKET NO. 2851-62

The taxpayer was notified on April 18, 1962,
that the Government proposed to assess the
following deficiencies against him for the
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taxable years ended December 31, 1849, 1850,
1952, 1953, 1954, and 1955:

1945 1950
Tax $5,512.41 $2,643.34
Fraud penalty__._..__. 2,756.20 1,821.67
Estimated tax pen-
R e 515. 66 408. 31
A e e 8,784.27 4,373.32
1952 1953
b e DL e L) 6,203.00 2,141.59
Fraud penalty__._____ 3,101.50 1,070.80
Estimated tax pen-
albyl coiessi oot 846.75 37.87
Totalosie oo o 9,6561.25 3,250.26
1954 1955
g L bR S e 940.69 1,124.81
Fraud penalty-.._.- 470. 35 562. 41
Estimated tax pen-
{54 e e S e AL, 131. 08 30.21
Total. ... 1,542.10 1,717.43

2. Question. Has Mr. PoweLL filed timely
tax returns in each of the years beginning
with 1950 through 19627 If not, so Indicate.

Answer. Mr. Powerr has filed individual
income tax returns for the years 1950
through 1961. The return for 1962 is not due
to be filed until April 15, 1963. The tran-
script of accounts received from our field
office does not indicate that the returns for
the years 1850 through 1961 were delinquent
when filed.

3. Question. Have there been any compro-
mise settlements on income taxes made by
the Federal Government with Mr. PoweLL
or any of his companies during the past 10
years?

Answer. There have been no accepted offers
in compromise with Mr, PoweLL durlng the
past 10 years.

I hope that this satisfactorily answers your
questions. If I may be of further assistance,
please let me know.

With kind regards,

Sincerely,
MorTIMER M. CAPLIN,
Commissioner,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the Adam Clayton Powell
Foundation now seems to be an orphan.
Even the Congressman, the friend of the
Kennedy administration, is repudiating
it. Perhaps we can understand why, be-
cause, if the easy Government money is
all being shut off and it is not going to
get these loans, perhaps it is not worth
claiming.

But I was interested to know when it
first got a tax-exempt status. The Adam
Clayton Powell Foundation was both
negotiating and planning to negotiate
loans in a 14-State area to start housing
projects. Under the law, it should have
first been recognized as a nonprofit or-
ganization in order to be eligible. I di-
rected a letter to the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue and asked on what date
it obtained its tax-exempt status. This
would determine its eligibility for loans
to be considered or approved,

I have a letter, which I shall put into
the Recorp, signed by Mr. Caplin, dated
February 19 of this year, in which he
says:

An application for exemption submitted
on behalf of the Adam Clayton Powell Foun-
dation was recelved by the Service on De-
cember 28, 1962.

Mr. President, that was long after some
of these loans were about to be approved.
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I am sure that no one will object to
my calling attention to the fact that
here was a company which was recog-
nized by one agency of the Government
as being eligible to receive loans on the

“basis that it was an approved nonprofit

organization, yet it had never gotten
around to finding out whether or not it
could qualify under the Treasury De-
partment rules, for such exempt status.
That application was not filed until De-
cember 28, 1962.

It is significant to note that this ap-
plication was filed after my inquiries
were placed with the Departments.

I asked the Department for a break-
down as to who were the incorporators
filing this application, and they said that
such information was confidential. All
we can say is that this application does
bear the name of the Adam Clayton
Powell Foundation, which seems to be a
rather popular name in the administra-
tion circles.

I ask unanimous consent that this let-
ter of the Commissioner dated February
19 confirming this late filing be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.8. TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., February 19, 1963.
Hon. JoHN J, WILLIAMS,
U.S. Senate.

DeAR SENATOR WiLLriams: In your letter of
February 8, you asked to be furnished with
the date of receipt and the date of approval
of applications for exemption from Federal
income tax submitted on behalf of the Adam
Clayton Powell Foundation and the Asso-
clated Community Teams, Inc. You also
stated that you will appreciate receiving a
complete list of all foundations, organiza-
tions, and companies whose tax-exempt
status has been applied for or approved
which are controlled by Congressman POWELL
or with which he is affiliated.

An application for exemption submitted
on behalf of the Adam Clayton Powell Foun-
dation was received by the Service on De-
cember 28, 1962. A ruling in regard to this
application has not yet been made.

On February 8, I replied to your letter of
January 25, concerning the application of the
Associated Community Teams, Inc. To date,
no record has been found by the Service that
an application for exemption from Federal
income tax has been submitted by the Asso-
clated Community Teams, Inc.

The Service maintains an index of orga-
nizations and institutions applylng for tax
exemption and the action taken thereon only
in alphabetical order by name. Therefore,
our records do not disclose sponsors of appli-
cations for exemption, or show the names of

-officers, directors, or trustees of exempt foun-

dations and organizations. I am sure you
know, however, that information with respect
to applications of organizations which have
qualified for exemption under the provisions
of section 50l(a) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 may be made available only in
accordance with the statutory ns of
sections 6104 and 6103(d) of the code.

I will be happy to make available for in-
spection any material authorized by the law
upon your request pursuant to the applicable
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code.

‘With kind regards,

Sincerely,
MoRrTIMER M. CAPLIN,
Commissioner.
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Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Then,
Mr. President, there were three very
interesting editorials published following
my earlier remarks, one appearing in
each Washington newspaper. One, un-
der the date of February 6, was in the
Washington Daily News; one, under the
date of February 7, was in the Washing-
ton Evening Star; and another was pub-
lished in the Washington Post of Satur-
day, February 9. All comment upon my
remarks. I ask unanimous consent that
these three editorials may be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Daily News,
Feb. 6, 1963]

TAXPAYERS AND ApaM POWELL

It is rare that a Member of Congress will
make a public issue of the use, or abuse,
of taxpayer funds by another Member of
Congress,

But Senator Jomwn J. WiLLiams, of Dela-
ware, has provided one of those rare instances
in a Senate speech about Apam CLAYTON
PoweLL, Congressman from Harlem.

The Senator listed these favors for Mr.
PoweLL, courtesy of the EKennedy adminis-
tration, at taxpayer expense:

The State Department, the Senator sald,
financed a Powell junket to Europe, “where
he attended all the night spots of the Eu-
ropean capitals.”

(This was the Congressman's well-adver-
tised trip last summer which he sald was
taken to study equal opportunities for
women abroad. He took two women staff
members along.)

The Health, Education, and Welfare De-
partment, Senator WiLriams sald, provided
an outright grant of $250,000 in taxpayer
money to a New York agency, incorporated
by Representative PoweLL and assoclates.
This agency, according to HEW, was to set
up an experimental “domestic peace corps”
and an “urban service corps” to combat
juvenile delinquency in Harlem.

(Comment by Senator WriLrLiams: “Mr.
PoweLL * * * is not the callber of man
whom the American people would want to
set an example for the youth of our coun-

"

In addition, Senator WiLLiams cited three
applications by Representative PowerLL and
assoclates for Federal Housing Administra=-
tion approval of mortgage Iinsurance on
housing projects for low-income and elderly
residents. In the stage-by-stage custom of
Federal agencies, these applications had been
approved for processing, but not fully
processed. Senator WriLrrams' doubts about
them are not calculated to speed the process.

Meanwhile the Senator pointed out, the
Internal Revenue Service has claims against
Mr, PoweLL for alleged delingquent taxes as-
sessed at $41,015. Cases now pending in the
courts.

Taxpayers, meet ApamM CLAYTON POWELL,
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,

Feb. 7, 1063]

A SENATOR AT WORK

Senator WiLLiaAMSs, Delaware Republican, is
a member of the Joint Committee on Reduc-
tlon of Nonessential Federal Expenditures.
He works at the job, and more power to him
for it. He does not like boondoggling, or
worse, at the taxpayers’ expense, and neither
should the taxpayers.

So 1t 1s that Mr. WiLLrams has taken the
Senate floor to place on the Recorp his report
of a relationship between public funds and
Representative ApaM CrayTon POWELL, cur-
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rently chairman of the House Education and
Labor Committee, and serving his 10th con-
secutive term as the cholce of the Harlem
district of New York City. The Eennedy ad-
ministration, Mr, WiLLIAMs says, “has been
shoveling the taxpayers’ money” out to Mr,
Powerr, and various agencies of the Govern-
ment have been “scrambling around to see
who could give Mr. Powerr the most fa-
vorable deal.”

Mr. WiLLiaMs cites some examples. One
was “a tax-paid junket * * * financed
through the State Department” for Mr.
PoweLL and “his lady friends" in Europe
last summer. As publicized at the time, Mr.
PoweLL’'s trip was for the purpose of study-
ing “equal opportunities” of women abroad,
and his companions were two female staff
members of the House committee.

As a second case, the Delaware Senator
cited an outright grant of $250,000 by the
Health, Education, and Welfare Department
to Mr. PowEeLL and assoclates for the purpose
of setting up “a domestic peace corps"” to
study juvenile delinquency in Harlem. This
action, Mr. WiLLtams added, was “an insult
to the intelligence of the American taxpay-
ers.!” Mr. PoweLL, he suggested, is better
equipped to sponsor a study of adult de-
linquency. The Senator also mentioned
applications for Federal Housing Administra-
tion mortgage Iinsurance and related re-
quests for real estate tax relief on several
projects sponsored by Mr. PoweLL and asso-
ciates. And finally, Mr. WiLLiaMs placed on
the Recorp a letter from Commissioner of
Internal Revenue Mortimer Caplin stating
that the Government had notified Mr.
PowerL that it “proposed to assess” him for
more than $40,000 in tax deficiencies and
penalties for the years 1949 through 1955.

Mr. PowewL's personal and financial af-
fairs have been discussed publicly before,
but Mr. WinLiams’ “wrap up” s more com-
plete than most. The New Yorker reportedly
is now in Puerto Rico—leaving his commit-
tee and such major legislative matters as
the administration’s aid-to-education pro-
gram behind. Quite possibly neither Mr.
PoweLL nor his constituents care what is
sald, done, or not done. Even so, Mr. WiL-
viams' brief and documented presentation
to the Senate should be required reading for
a lot of taxpayers, for some Government of-
ficials, and for all Members of the House of
Representatives, by whose sufferance Mr.
PoweLL holds his seat.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Feb. 9,
1963]

PoweLL's PeEace Corrs

Whatever may be sald about the propriety
of an attack by a Senator upon a Congress-
man, there is a good deal to be said in favor
of Senator Jonw J. WiLIams’ bringing into
the open charges against Representative
ApaMm Cra¥yronw PowerL. And whatever may
be said about Mr. PoweLL's junketeering in
Europe, the financing of his domestic peace
corps, brought to light by Mr. WILLIAMS,
raises a rather different and somewhat more
serious question.

Representative Powenn and some associates
established a body called Associated Com-
munity Teams, Inc., which in turn rented
guarters from the Adam Clayton Powell
Community Center, Inec., paying $24,000 for
a8 year's lease; then Assoclated Community
Teams, Inc., got a grant of $250,000 from the
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare under the terms of a juvenlle delin-
quency statute passed by Congress, of which,
incidentally, ApaAm CrLaYyroN POWELL Is a
Member.

If the name Apam CrLAYTON POWELL Seems
to appear repetitiously in this narrative, it
is because Apam CrAaYTON POWELL appears to
be acting in a number of capacities under a
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variety of hats. It may be that there is
nothing wrong here and that all these Apam
CrLayroN PoweLL's have been working self-
lessly to do away with delinquency. But an
explanation from Apam CrAYTON POWELL, the
Congressman, about ApAM CLAYTON POWELL,
the realtor, and Apam Crayron PoweLL, the
social worker, would be very much in order.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, before I conclude—and I ap-
preciate the tolerance of the Senate—I
should like to point out only a couple
more of the manners in which it is some-
times so easy to confuse an issue by call-
ing names or by making rash statements.

As I referred to earlier, this friend or
“protege” of the Kennedy administration
defends his record by calling “WrLLiAMS
a ‘liar.’” Well, I am not going to get
into a name-calling episode, Mr. Presi-
dent. I am not unmindful of the fact
that on a previous occasion, when I was
much younger than I am now, I received
a good thrashing from my father for
trying that. I was cautioned to remem-
ber always that when one starts name
calling it is an indication that one rec-
ognizes that he has no argument to de-
fend his case and that no man can throw
mud without first dirtying his own hands.

I shall continue to refer to this man
as a gentleman or as a friend of the
Kennedy administration and let the
record speak for itself as tc his activities.
But I will do my part to keep the ReEcorp
straight. It is very easy for a man to
establish his virtue by coming out and
saying, “I never beat my wife last night”
when no one ever suggested that Fe had
beaten his wife the previous night.

I should like to make note of some of
the statements made by this friend of
the administration which he describes
as an emphatic denial to charges which
he referred to as “lies.” I shall quote
from his remarks of yesterday. He said,
“It’s a total lie” that the Federal Hous-
ing Administration—the FHA—*"gave me
$11 million in loans for the Adam Clay-
ton Powell Foundation.” s

No one ever said that the Federal
Housing Administration gave him $11
million in loans or in grants for this or
any other foundation. I did say, and I
say it again today, that the Federal
Housing Administration was in the proc-
ess of approving loans or mortgage
guarantees which were negotiated by the
Adam Clayton Powell Foundation for
amounts of around $11 million on prop-
erty which was costing only about $81%
million. Certainly, even though these
loans had been approved they would not
have paid the money direct to him. They
were being negotiated by the Adam Clay-
ton Powell Foundation in the name
either of the foundation itself or of
affiliated companies. Any loan approved
would have been paid to the companies—
not to any individual. There is no ques-
tion about that. But he was associated
with these companies. Let us not get
“fuzzy” about a denial in saying, “I
never got anything.” He never would
have gotten the money directly, even if
approved. The money would have gone
to the companies negotiating the loans.
That kind of a denial is just a smoke-
sereemn.
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In another of his so-called denials he
resorted to a purely racial statement.

I regret this very much and flatly re-
fuse to reply in kind.

Mr. President, I am very sorry that by
denying something at which no man has
ever hinted he would try to create an
jssue far different from that which we
are discussing. We are discussing here
financial transactions only.

At no time in the discussion of this
case, or of any other case during the 16
years in which I have been a Member of
the Senate, or on any other occasion
while I will have the privilege of serving
in this body, have I ever, or will I ever,
refer to any man’s race, religion, or na-
tionality as having anything to do with
the question at issue. For a man to in-
ject that question in the form of a denial
is merely again trying to cloud the issue
and to divert attention from the real
fact; namely, that he has no defense
against my statement wherein I said that
Government money has been poured out
freely in the direction of this friend of
‘the administration from New York.

And I am not going to be diverted from
my efforts to obtain an accounting for
every dollar.

As the majority leader pointed out, I
regret to say that there has been far too
much compassion by both administra-
tions for this individual. I have said
many times, Mr. President, and I repeat
again, I do not think either political
party has any monopoly on virtue.
There are just as many members in the
Democratic Party who are honest and
law-abiding citizens as there are in our

party. There are good men on both
sides of the aisle.

But when a man does something wrong
he should not be able to hide behind his
cloak of immunity or in the shelter of
any political party. We should not re-
frain from criticism because he is a
Member of the Congress of the United
States. I think we have a responsibility
when we see something in any financial
transaction which mneeds revealing.
When we observe something wrong in
the expenditures of the taxpayers’ money
we should call that to the attention of
the people, and I care not who may be
involved. We have a responsibility to
call that to the attention of the people
in a factual manner, based on facts
which can be supported, not by innu-
endo, and to do so without any name
calling. We should base our statements
on facts, which is what I have tried to
do here today. My statement here to-
day is based on facts which were all ob-
tained from the agencies in question.

If Senators will read this Recorp they
will find that I have completely sup-
ported the statements I have made.
That does not mean that I am infallible,
but when I make a mistake I will correct
it, but here the agency statements sup-
port my report.

I am not interested in engaging in any

name calling—and I want to make that
per!ectly clear—whether it be on t.he
floor of the Senate or outside the Cham
‘ber. I shall completely ignore all sueh
“tactics. I shall refer only to a man as
he is involved in a transaction in which
I may think there has been something
wrong.
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I wish to say here that my remarks on
previous occasions and my remarks
again today have been made not against
the conduct or voting record of a Mem-
ber of the Congress of the United States.
But I will reserve my right to criticize
outside activities involving expenditures
of the taxpayers’ money.

When any man forms a company on
the outside, which is negotiating with
the Federal Government for grants or
loans, then the transactions of that com-
pany properly come under the scrutiny
of Members of Congress.

I point out a glaring result of what
could happen if we in the Congress ever
adopted a procedure which is different.
Recently the Symington committee did
an excellent job in calling the attention
of Congress and of the country to sub-
stantial overpayments in the stockpil-
ing program as it had been administered.
Suppose we adopted a rule that no com-
pany in which a Member of the Congress,
of either the House or the Senate, held
an important position could be eriticized
on the floor of the Senate. This would
mean that all any company which was
engaged in contracts with the Govern-
ment and which wanted to perform a
shady operation had to do would be to
have a Member of the Congress on its ex-
ecutive board in an important position.
Then under such a rule, all Members of
Congress would automatically be pre-
vented from criticizing the company or
from ecasting any reflection on that
Member of Congress.

We are not a privileged class that is
above the law.

I know no one here has any intention
of enforcing any such rule. That is the
reason why no objection was made here
today as I make these remarks. I know
Members on both sides want these cases
decided on the facts, and I appreciate the
cooperation they have given me this
afternoon.

The evidence presented here today
was fully documented. No one is taking
exception to it. It was presented under
the rules of the Senate. I served notice
to all Senators who are interested that
I was going to make this statement. I
repeated this notice three or four times
during the time I was yielding to Sena-
tors earlier this afternoon. I know of
no one who is interested in this subject
who was not notified.

I want the Recorp to show again that

this statement stands as criticism of
the manner in which this administration
has been pouring out the taxpayers’ dol-
lars in a loose manner fo companies
which had been formed by a Member of
Congress.
I think such action was indefensible,
I only wish the Attorney General, who
went out of his way yesterday to brag
about the operations of one of these
companies, would cooperate in helping
me obtain reports which I have been
trying to get for the past 2 weeks as to
how fhey have been spending the money.
All interested Members of Congress
should be able to examine how these ex-
penditures are being made.

Mr. President, on one last point, in
the Daily News of today it was stated
that the gentleman from New York de-
fended his European junkets with two
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women staffers during last summer’s
congressional session, by saying:

I made the only survey on the Common
Market on the U.S. economy. The women
on my staff went to other areas and as a
result the House passed an equal-pay-for-
equal-work bill for women, but it died in
the Senate.

I thought it would be interesting to
put in the Recorp at this time the fact
that H.R. 11677, which was the so-called
bill for equal pay to prevent discrimina-
tion on account of sex in the payment
of wages by employers, was reported by
the House committee on May 17, 1962.
and it passed the House on July 25, 1962.
This was 2 weeks before the trip to
Europe began.

WHITE HOUSE TO CONTROL STU-
DENT JOB PATRONAGE

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, an ar-
ticle by Mr. Joseph Young, which ap-
pears on the front page of today’s
Wa.shingt ton Evening Star, merits com-
ment.

The article is captioned: “White
House To Control Student Job Patron-
age,” and states that a so-called clear-
ance system has been set up whereby the
names of all students who have filed
applications for summer employment in
Government agencies will be sent to the
White House. A White House aid re-
portedly did not deny that political
patronage is one of the aims of the new
clearance system.

Mr. Young reports that the feeling
among Government career personnel of-
ficers is that it is wrong to play politics
where young people are concerned, par-
ticularly among college students who are
the Government’s hope for the future
as far as filling key career jobs is con-
cerned.

Mr. President, the purpose of this
summer employment program is to pro-
vide training to young college men and
women who we hope will see fit to make
a career in the nonpartisan civil service
of our country. It is completely con-
trary to the purpose of the program to
let partisan political patronage creep in
when it comes to selecting these summer
trainees.

I do not know why it is that this ad-
ministration feels such an irresistible
urge to play politics with our civil service
system. First there was the shocking
directive to civil service employees that
they would be expected to participate in
trying to sell proposed new programs to
the general public. This was belatedly
and grudgingly withdrawn due to the
general revulsion of the public in general
and career civil service employees in
particular. Next our civil service em-
ployees were pressured to buy $100 tick-
ets to the Demoecratic fund raising
dinner here through the clever device of
having them invited to cocktail parties
of their bosses if they had purchased a
ticket. Numerous incidents of this un-
toward behavior were reported in the
Washington press. And now, this ad-
ministration apparently is not going to
wait until people have civil service status
for an opportunity to engage in partisan
political activities. Now the proposal is
to go to work on the trainees them-
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selves—young college men and women,
most of whom are not even old enough to
vote. Those with the right political
connections will find that they are given
preferential treatment over those with
the wrong political connections or with
none at all.

This is wrong, Mr. President. And I
hope that the White House will swiftly
make it clear that partisan political con-
siderations will play absolutely no part
whatsoever in the consideration of the
applications for summer trainee posi-
tions, and that the treatment of these
applications will make it clear beyond
question that such a policy is indeed be-
ing followed.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle by Mr. Young be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

‘WarTE HoUsE To CONTROL STUDENT JOB

PATRONAGE
(By Joseph Young)

The White House has taken control over
the patronage of the more than 10,000 stu-
dent summer jobs in Government.

At a White House meeting last week, which
was held without the knowledge of the Civll
Service Commission, some of President Een-
nedy’s alds met with the political appointees
of various agencies who are involved In
patronage work.

A clearance system was set up whereby
the names of all students who have filed ap-
plications for summer employment in Gov-
ernment agencies will be sent to the White
House.

The State from which the student hails,
plus the college he is attending (if any), will
be included in the information sent to the
White House.

WASHINGTON JOBS

The Jobs mainly are in Washington and
last from June through August.

Mrs. Dorothy Davies, a White House staff
asslstant, who was In charge of the meeting,
said the purpose of the new system was to
assure coordination in order that the agen-
cles could make best use of the students’
talent.

Miss Davies did not deny that political
patronage is one of the alms of the White
House clearance system, but declared that
the Eennedy administration's primary con-
cern 18 that the student talent be put to
the best use possible and groomed for reg-
ular Federal employment when they grad-
uate.

Civil Bervice Commission officials have pri-
vately expressed dismay at the latest turn
of events.

While there has always been guite a bit
of personal patronage involved in summer
Government jobs, applicants have had to
pass civil service exams for clerical, typists,
and stenographer jobs. And in the case
of student trainee jobs, in which college
students take Federal summer employment
in connection with what the Government
hopes will be their Federal professions after
graduation, they are selected from civil serv-
ice registers.

TOP YOUTHS CERTIFIED

The feeling among Government career per-
sonnel officers is that it 1s wrong to play
politics where young people are concerned,
particularly among college students who are
the Government’s hope for the future as far
as filling key career jobs are concerned.

It's no secret that a goodly portion of the
summer student jobs are filled on a per-
sonal patronage basls each year. Govern-
ment officlals—political and career—have
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hired their own sons and daughters as well
as the children of friends or Members of
Congress. However, the CSC has been care-
ful to certify only the top gualifiers on the
student tralnee exam.

The White House job clearance system may
be an effort to channel these jobs in a more
political patronage area, whereby more sons
and daughters of Democratic Members of
Congress and key Democratic supporters and
contributors may get summer jobs In Gov-
ernment.

Congress has shown increased interest in
these summer jobs. Last year the House ap-
proved a bill to apportion these jobs on a
State-by-State basls. This would have the
effect of glving most of these jobs to stu-
dents outside of the Washington area. How-
ever, the Senate falled to act on the bill
before adjournment,

MOVE BILLS THIS YEAR

This year a half dozen bills have been
introduced in Congress to achieve the same
objective.

In discussing the White House jJob clear-
ance system, Miss Davies sald it was a move
to channel the best possible talent to the
places in Government where it could be used
most effectively.

She sald that, for example, If an agency
finds that its summer job vacancles are all
filled up, a place for a bright student could
be found in another Government agency
through a coordinated placement system set
up in the White House.

Miss Davies refused to answer directly
whether the program also involved political
patronage, other than saying that there al-
ways has been some patronage in summer
student jobs In Government.

Presumably, students still will have to
pass an exam to get the summer jobs.

Last year's Government summer job pro-
gram for students was given great emphasis
by the administration, with President Een-
nedy and other top Government officials ad-
dressing the students.

Mr. JAVITS obtained the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD rose.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield to
the majority leader, on condition that I
do not lose the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RULE XIX OF THE SENATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
fore I propound a unanimous-consent
request, I should like to make brief refer-
ence to rule XIX. There is a reason why
rule XIX exists. The rules are designed
to maintain an atmosphere of courtesy
and comity between Members of the Sen-
ate. In my opinion, the same spirit
should prevail between Senate and House
Members. I do not question any Sena-
tor's right to put facts in the REcorp;
indeed, I welcome it and urge Senators
to continue to do it. However, there is
always the danger that comment on
Members of Congress will fall into harsh
and contemptuous acrimony, with a con-
sequent breakdown in relations between
Members.

I make this statement at this time in
order to bring a word of caution to
Senators.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I assure the Senator from
Montana that I agree completely with
the statement he has made. I stated at
the beginning of my remarks that the
Senate could not properly function
without such a rule. I hope I have al-
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ways kept my remarks in proper perspec-
tive, and will always continue to do so.
We must be careful not to attribute un-
worthy motives to other Members of
Congress, whether they be Members of
the House or of the Senate. We must
not question their integrity.

However, there is a difference with re-
spect to outside activities.

I am in complete agreement with what
the Senator has said. At the same time,
the rules must provide as they do; other-
wise, a Member of Congress would be
immune from any exposure of wrong-
doing. The Senator from Montana does
not have that in mind.

I want to make it clear, as I have said
before, that I know the Senator from
Montana is one of the fairest majority
leaders we have ever had, and one of
the ablest that I have ever had the privi-
lege to serve with in the Senate.

THE SENATE ESTABLISHMENT—
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE-
MENT TO LIMIT DEBATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President,
after consultation with the distinguished
senior Senator from Pennsylvania, I
submit a unanimous-consent request,
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
proposed unanimous-consent agreement
will be read.

The legislative clerk read the proposed
agreement as follows:

Ordered, That, effective on Monday, Feb-
ruary 265, at 12 o'clock noon debate on the
amendments to be offered by the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLArx] (S. Res. 91,
92, and 98) to 8. Res. 90, to amend rule XXV,
be limited to 2 hours to be equally divided
between the Senator from Montana [Mr.
MawnsFieLp] and the BSenator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crarx] and that the Senate
proceed to vote on the sald amendments not
later than 2 o'clock p.m.; and that imme-
diately following the disposition of the Clark
amendments the SBenate proceed to vote on
B. Res. 90, as modified.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand that
the limited debate period is to start at
12 o'clock and that the vote will come
on the Clark resolutions at 2 o’clock, and
that at the conclusion of that vote the
Senate will vote on Senate Resolution 90.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there
objection?

Mr, CLARK., Mr, President, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not ob~
ject—I desire to make a brief statement.
Earlier today the majority leader was
kind enough to show me a statement in
writing which he subsequently made on
the floor of the Senate. He asked me to
be present when he made that state-
ment. On reading it, it seemed to me
that it was entirely unobjectionable, and
stated a procedure with which I am in
complete accord. Therefore I obtained
his approval for me to leave to keep a
speaking engagement downfown at
lunch.

I would like to say for the record that
I am in complete accord with the state-
ment that the business of the Senate
should be conducted expeditiously.

It has been my purpose ever since I

‘came to the Senate to sponsor—so far
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without success—rules which would per-
mit, and indeed require, that the busi-
ness of the Senate be expeditiously con-
ducted. Failure to adopt the suggested
rules, in my opinion, has been largely, if
not entirely, responsible for the fact that
the Senate has as yet transacted little
legislative business at this session.

In my opinion there was no need to
rush the vote on the resolution presented
by the Senator from Montana and on
the amendments to rule XXV which I
intended to bring up and with respect to
which I gave written notice yesterday.
I would like to reserve my right to with-
draw or modify the amendments that I
have filed at the desk at any time before
the final vote, because I do not wish to
be committed to anything other than to
have the matter concluded at 2 o'clock
on Monday.

If that is implied in the unanimous-
consent request, I am happy to concur in
the request of the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is perfectly
agreeable, It is the understanding that
the proposed unanimous-consent agree-
ment refers to the Clark resolutions as
amendments to Senate Resolution 90.

Mr, CLARK. It is understood that I
have reference to Senate Resolutions 91,
92, and 93.

Mr, MANSFIELD. As amendments to
Senate Resolution 90.

Mr. HRUSKA rose.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, it is
contemplated that the vote would be had
in any event on the resolution proper, as
distinguished from the amendments pro-
posed thereto?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be up
to the Senate. It would be separate.
However, if the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania desires a particular kind of vote
on the resolutions which he will offer as
amendments to Senate Resolution 90,
that is his privilege.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I may
not be present on Monday. I have a
longstanding engagement to appear at
a convocation of the Jewish Theological
Seminary in Miami, where I am to re-
ceive an honorary degree.

I will not interpose any objection to
the proposed agreement. I say that only
because of the colloquy and discussions
this morning to the effect that we must
get on with the business of the Senate.

I respectfully submit what I think is
a very valid statement from the point of
view of those of us on the so-called
liberal side—and that includes the ma-
jority leader. We will never try to inter-
ject our personal commitments and re-
quirements if there is a hope of reaching
a vote, as would be the case pursuant to
the proposed agreement. I make this
statement in view of the discussion
earlier as to how fast the Senate can get
on with its business.

Mr, MANSFIELD, I appreciate the
statement of the distinguished Senator
from New York. If he is not present on
Monday, I am prepared to arrange a live
pair for him.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in view
of the unanimous-consent request made
by the majority leader, in which I con-
cur, I hope that at the conclusion of the
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speech of the Senator from New York,
which I assume will be nongermane to
our discussions of the pending business,
I will be able to obtain the floor and de-
liver at least a portion of the continuing
speech which I started yesterday. If I
cannot complete it today, I will deliver
the rest of it tomorrow. In that way
time will be available on Monday for
additional debate.

I understand that the Senate will not
convene on Friday for any other pur-
pose than the reading of Washington’s
Farewell Address, and that the Senate
will not meet on Saturday. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CLARK. Under those circum-
stances, I am happy to join in the re-
quest of the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Senate Resolution 90
and that the resolution be made the
pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to ask if any Senator has
objection to the proposed agreement.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution will be stated by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution
(S. Res. 90) that rule XXV of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate be amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the reso-
lution.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
NOON TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
business for today has been completed,
the Senate adjourn until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 21, TO
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 1963

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business tomorrow,
it adjourn until 12 o'clock noon on Fri-
day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 22, TO MON-
DAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1963, AT 11
AM.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate adjourns on Friday next, it ad-
journ until 11 o’clock a.m, on the fol-
lowing Monday morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

THE FATE OF WORLD UNITY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, while the
Senate is debating its rules, the world
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is moving forward in its critically im-
portant ways. One of the ways relates
to the veto by France of the admission
of the United Kingdom to the European
Economic Community.

I have received, in the name of the
Joint Economic Committee, from Under
Secretary of State George W. Ball, a
letter bearing upon U.S. policy with re-
spect to the refusal of the admission of
the United Kingdom to the European
Economic Community, and the conse-
quences of that action, which is so por-
tentous for American policy that I think
it requires discussion on the floor of the
Senate.

As I said when I opened my remarks,
while the Senate debates issues which
appear to us to be vital—and they are,
as they affect the country and the
world—the world is marching on in many
ways which are very seriously affecting
our national security and our national
interests.

This declaration of policy by Under
Secretary of State Ball arises from a
question which I put to him when Secre-
tary of the Treasury Dillon appeared
before the Joint Economic Committee on
January 31, 1963, in connection with our
annual analysis of the President's eco-
nomic report. I asked Secretary Dillon
the following: -

In view of the changed situation caused
by the EEC's rejection of the British appli-
cation for membership, what is the admin-
istration’s policy as it affects the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962 and other aspects of our
relationship with the European Economic
Community, the United Kingdom, the British
Commonwealth, and the European Free
Trade Association?

This letter purports to state the Ameri-
can policy. I wish to say at the outset
that the letter does not state, in my
view, an ultimate policy to be pursued
by our Government in respect of this
critical situation. Second, it is very clear
from the letter that the United States
had no alternate policy when the whole
world was visited with the thunderclap
of General de Gaulle’s veto of Britain’s
admission into the European Economic
Community. I believe it is a very peril-
ous situation to be caught not having
an alternate plan under those circum-
stances. To that extent I am critical.
I believe we should have had an alter-
nate course of procedure which could
have been offered to the British Common-
wealth at that particular moment, in
view of the tremendous blow to their
prestige and standing in the world, which
was represented by that veto of General
de Gaulle’s.

As to the second point—that we have
not yet adopted a policy—I am not criti-
cal, because it is a question of time. I
speak in the second part of my remarks
in order to help our Government to de-
velop such a policy. I understand from
commentators in the press and from such
information as I have been able to gather
that the President of the United States
is leading an American team, as it were,
in the effort to devise such an alterna-
tive policy right now. Therefore, it is
very pertinent to make any suggestions
which one can make at this time.

Mr. President, the expression of these
two ideas—the idea of being critical
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because there is no alternate plan, and
was none at the moment of pressure, at
the moment of danger to the free world
community—and the idea of advancing
the proposed plans, which I believe we
ought to engage in in respect to this
matter, leads me to an expression of what
we ought to mean when we speak of a
bipartisan foreign policy. A bipartisan
foreign policy does not mean that we are
silent. It does not mean that we refrain
from criticism. It means that when we
criticize, we criticize in the expectation
of helping our Government to develop
its policy and to achieve its proper ob-
jectives. That is the spirit in which I
speak today.

A number of things stand out very
markedly from the letter which Secre-
tary Ball has written. First and fore-
most, and very importantly, the letter
demonstrates that the United States had
no alternate plan. In fact, time and
again the testimony of Under Secretary
Ball before the committees of Congress,
which were considering the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962 last year, indicated
that although we said that Britain might
not gain admission to the Common Mar-
ket, for all practical purposes we were
absolutely banking upon her admission.
As a practical matter, we really had no
expectation of any alternate plan on
our own part which might be brought
into existence or which might be sprung
into action if, as a matter of fact, Great
Britain was not admitted to the Euro-
pean Common Market.

We made it clear—and Under Secre-
tary Ball's letter bears that out—that we
did not seek to influence our European
friends to take the United Kingdom into
the Common Market. I now quote
Under Secretary Ball:

We have been frank in stating that, in our
view, the accesslon of the United Kingdom
to the Rome Treaty would contribute an
economic strength and political cohesion to
Europe, and thus advance prospects for a
full and effective Atlantic partnership.

So we used our prestige, but we did
not use any measure of resource, w.
we might have had to in order, as the
Secretary puts it, to influence the
decision.

In Under Secretary Ball’s testimony
for the various committees of Congress,
he constantly reiterated the fact that
there might be no prediction as to the
entry of the United Kingdom into the
European Common Market, but it was
obvious that such admission was taken
for granted. For example, he said, at
page 2200 of the Senate hearings:

If, as appears likely, the current negotia-
tions lead to the accession of the United
Kingdom to the Treaty of Rome.

That is the European Common Market.

I quote further from page 2240 of the
Senate hearings:

The current negotiations between the
United Kingdom and the Community are be-
ing shaped to a considerable extent * * *
by the expectation of the Trade Expansion
Act itself.

Under Secretary Ball made a very
interesting point at page 2261 of the
hearings, when he said:

Opponents of the entry of Britain into the
Common Market could say there was an al-
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ternative presented to Britain which had not
been available before. They would say that
the United States had given up hope that
Great Britain was going to enter the Com-
mon Market,

Therefore, the United States should
not provide itself with an alternative. It
is one thing not to offer the British an
alternative; it is another and very im-
portant thing not to have one, and that
was the posture in which we found our-
selves when De Gaulle vetoed Great
Britain’s admittance to the European
Economic Community.

It seems to me that for a great power
like the United States to be caught in
that situation is a very serious matter.
It is something which we must recognize
and face. It is a serious lack in our
own form of foreign policy organization.

This year Under Secretary Ball said in
the letter to the Joint Economi¢ Com-
mittee:

While we continue to regard the ultimate
accession of Great Britain to the Rome
Treaty as an objective to be encouraged, we
recognize that it is unlikely to occur for
some time.

In other words, we have gone com-
pletely to the other extreme. Whereas,
before we absolutely banked on Britain's
admittance to the European Economic
Community and had no alternative plan
with which to meet a denial of that sit-
uation, now we have gone to the other
extreme, and we do not expect it to oc-
cur for some time.

Mr. President, the question I ask is,
“Are we going to be caught flatfooted
again if the other five of the six Euro-
pean countries in the Economic Com-
munity should, by some happenstance,
be successful in getting de Gaulle to
change his mind about bringing Great
Britain into the European Common Mar-
ket?"

So the first point I should like to make
as to the policy of our Government,
which the President is now developing, is
that we must plan not only for the situa-
tion which we face today, in which Brit-
ain is denied admittance to the Common
Market; we must also plan for a situa-
tion which we must face fomorrow, when
she will be admitted. I hope, therefore,
that the next time we will not be caught,
as it were, “with our pants down" in
international trade terms, in the face of
some new, relatively unexpected develop-
ments on the international scene.

Next, it is stated in Under Secretary
Ball's letter that the French decision
was a political decision, and that we had
been given every assurance that France
would not veto Britain’s admittance on
political grounds.

Mr. President, I make that statement
because, again, it represents a reargu-
ment as to whether General de Gaulle
was at fault in this matter. Some very
hard words have been said on that score;
and at the moment I, myself, express
great disappointment—while giving the
general credit for being the great general
he is and for bringing France out of de-
feat in the war., Nevertheless, I think
the time has come to declare a moratori-
um on calling him hard names; I think
that will not advance the situation at
all. If anything, I think it may very

2659

well harden positions which have been
taken. So I hope our Government and
other governments will end that phase
of the debate. Instead, let us face the
realities, and try to do something con-
structive now.

So the question is, What program can
we espouse now to help us in this situa-
tion?

Before I discuss that point, let me re-
count what we are dealing with, because
we must understand the enormous mag-
nitude of the questions with which we
are engaged.

The United Kingdom is the third best
customer of the United States. It does
10 percent of its trade with us, and does
16 percent of its trade with the six coun-
tries of the European Economic Commu-
nity. We are the leading customer for
British machinery and transport equip-
ment, leather and wool textile manufac-
turers and, of course, the well-known
Scotch whisky. Britain is, in turn,
among the top European purchasers of
our machinery, grain products, fats and
oils, nonferrous metals, textiles, pulp and
paper, and fruits and vegetables. During
1961, Britain, combined with Canada,
Australia, and New Zealand, which also
are threatened with exelusion from ac-
cess to the European Common Market
countries—took $5.2 billion of our ex-
ports—in other words, somewhat in ex-
cess of 25 percent of all our exports.
Incidentally, that is $1,600 million more
than the European Economic Commu-
nity nations combined took from us. I
mention that because it is most impor-
tant that we understand the involvement
of our country with this problem, both
as regards the European Common Mar-
ket and as regards the British Common-
wealth,

Before I discuss what we should do
now, I wish to mention first—because I
like what Under Secretary of State Ball
has said on that subject—what we
should not do. He has stated that very
clearly, as follows :

Since General de Gaulle's press conference
on January 14, suggestions have been put
forward for the United States to joln in
special commercial relations with one or
another group of nations to form a trading
bloc competitive with the European Common
Market. We do not believe that this would
be sound policy. For 30 years, the United
States has consistently adhered to the most-
favored-nation principle and to the expan-
slon of trade on a nondiscriminatory basis.
For us to enter into preferential trading rela-
tions with any nation or nations would mean
discrimination against all other nations.
Such a pollcy would be inconslistent with
our position as the leader of the free world.

I thoroughly agree.

So, Mr. President, now I address my-
self to the question of what we should do.

The prescription given by Under Sec-
retary Ball—and I am sure he has ex-
pressed the present view of the admin-
istration, whatever may be its view when
the President gets through with develop-
ing the policy—is as follows:

First, we shall continue to encourage the
development of European unity and to ex-
press the hope that arrangements may ulti-
mately be made for the accession of Great
Britain to full membership in the EEC * * *
but we realize that it is unlikely to occur for
some time,
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So his first prescription is to encour-
age the development of European unity,
but assuming that Britain will not get
into the European Common Market.

His second prescription is as follows:

Second, we shall seek to advance the ar-
rangements for close economic cooperation
with Europe through the OECD. We shall
also continue to develop close cooperation
in the monetary field through the IMF, the
Committee of Ten, and working party 3 of
the OECD.

Well, we are doing that. No one knows
whether that will or will not lead to any
trade deals; but it is a fact that we will
be dealing or trading under the Trade
Expansion Act. However, I do not be-
lieve the OECD will be very important
in that connection. So I see no affirma-
tive policy coming from that.

Then Under Secretary Ball states:

Third, we shall continue to work toward
the strengthening of NATO and the devel-
opment of adequate conventional forces in
Europe. We see dangers In the proliferation
of national nuclear deterrents but we recog-
nize the desire of Europeans to play a full
role in their own nuclear defense. We have,
therefore, proposed the creation of a multi-
lateral nuclear force, within NATO, and we
reached agreement with the British Govern-
ment at Nassau for the mutual support of
such a force.

Again I point out that this is only
stating the obvious; it is what we have
already been through in terms of where
we stand with the British. It does not
deal multilaterally with the European
nuclear force or the methods for its con-
trol or what it shall consist of. We are
advised by this letter, and also by the
news ticker of this morning, that Am-
bassador Livingston Merchant will go
to Europe next week for exploratory
discussions of this subject. But again
I point out that this does not represent
a policy which we have developed and
are pursuing—not as yet.

Then Mr. Ball states:

Fourth, we intend to utilize to the fullest
the powers granted to the President under
the Trade Expansion Act in order to improve
access to the European Common Market as
well as other major world markets for prod-
ucts of U.S, farms and factories.

Again that restates the obvious, be-
cause it is precisely what we have been
through until now, and, it is what Sec-
retary Herter was appointed for.

Finally, Mr. Ball states:

Fifth, we propose to continue to develop
technigues to improve the cooperation of
the major industrialized powers in provid-
tl:ig assistance to the less-developed coun-

es.

And so on. Of course, that is what
the OECD was set up to do, and that is
what we would expect it to engage in.
But, again, that does not represent an
alternative policy, for Great Britain and
the British Commonwealth, to its acces-
sion to the European Common Market.

I urge upon our Government, Mr.
President—notwithstanding the gener-
alizations Under Secretary Ball has sent
us, which indicate clearly to me that we
have no policy—a very basic policy in
terms of the United Kingdom and the
British Commonwealth situation—
namely, our expression of readiness to
offer a trade deal to Great Britain and
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the British Commonwealth and to other
nations threatened by exclusion from
the European Economic Community.
Such a trade deal need not be exclu-
sive; it need not be what Under Secre-
tary Ball calls in his letter a competitive
trading bloc. It need not exclude the
European Economic Community. On
the contrary, by the application of the
most-favored-nation clause, the very
nations of the European Economic Com-
munity should be able to get full advan-
tage of it; but it would recognize that
the United Kingdom and the British
Commonwealth—including Canada, our
very close and direct neighbor—faced
an unusual situation when Britain de-
cided to reorient her entire economiec
outlook by applying for membership in
the EEC, but was frustrated from that,
although that result would have made a
great difference to the Commonwealth
countries, as regards the need for them
to make new trade contacts.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the entire letter printed at
this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JoinT EconoMic COMMITTEE,
February 20, 1963.

SENATOR DOUGLAS RELEASES STATEMENT ON THE
CONSEQUENCES OF THE BREAKDOWN IN NEGO-
TIATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED KINGDOM
AND THE COMMON MARKET COUNTRIES
Senator Pavr H. DoucrLas, Democrat, of

Illinois, chairman of the Joint Economic

Committee, today released a letter from the

Honorable George W. Ball, Under Secretary

of State. The letter provides a statement of

the administration’s appraisal of the impli-
cations for the foreign economiec policy of
the United States of the breakdown in nego-
tiations between the United EKingdom and
the European Economic Community, or the

Common Market.

The letter was sent in response to a Joint
Economic Committee resolution, presented
in the form of a question posed by Senator
Jacoe K. Javitrs, Republican, of New York,
to the Honorable C. Douglas Dillon, Secre-
tary of the Treasury, during his testimony
before the Joint Economic Committee on
January 31, 1963, The question read, as fol-
lows:

“Mr. SBecreTARY: In view of the changed
situation caused by the EEC’s rejection of
the British application for membership, what
is the administration’s policy as it affects the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962 and other
aspects of our relationship with the EEC, the
United Kingdom, the British Commonwealth,
and the European Free Trade Assoclation?”

In releasing the letter Senator DouUGLAs
sald, “This letter ordinarily would be made
available to the public in the committee’s
printed record of its recent hearings on the
President’'s Economic Report. The state-
ment deals with a topic so vital to the eco-
nomic and military strength of the free

 world that a separate release is desirable in

order to bring the matter to the attention of
the Congress and the American people with-
out further delay.”
THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, February 15, 1963.
The Honorable PAvuL H. DOUGLAS,
U.S. Senate.

DearR SENATOR DoUGLAS: Secretary Dillon
has called my attention to the transcript of
his testimony before the Joint Economic
Committee on January 31. In the course
of his colloquy with the committee several
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members expressed an interest in the admin-
istration’s appralsal of the implications for
the U.S. foreign economic policy of the
breakdown in mnegotiations between the
United Kingdom and the EEC,

The slgnificance of this event can best be
appraised in relation to other trends and
events involved in the evolution of U.S. pol-
icy toward Europe.

I

It is generally recognized that the progress
of Europe toward unity has been among the
most constructive and promising achleve-
ments of the postwar period. Through the
creation and development of the European
Economic Community, Europe has moved a
long way toward economic integration. That
goal, however, is far from full attailnment
and many difficult problems remain.

The United States has consistently en-
couraged the nations of Europe toward
greater unity. Both the legislative and ex-
ecutive branches of our Government have
provided this encouragement—by word and
by action. We regard greater European unity
as essential primarily for political reasons—
although, over the long run, the United
States should also benefit economically from
the contribution of the Common Market to
a higher level of European economic activity.

A United Europe would eliminate the fric-
tions and jealousies that have been the
cause of so many past conflicts—conflicts
that on two occasions have embroiled the
whole world in catastrophe. Moreover, a
unified Europe could effectively mobilize the
common strength of the European people.
It should thus be able to play the role of
equal partner with the United States, carry-
ing its full share of the common respon-
sibilities imposed by history on the eco-
nomically advanced peoples of the free world.

I

The basis for such a partnership is hard
economic - fact. In the North Atlantic
world—Western Europe and North America—
there ls concentrated 80 percent of all free
world industrial strength as well as the great
bulk of the free world’s technical skill and
knowledge. This combined resource must
be put to the defense and advancement of
the free world.

Combined action is particularly impor-
tant in three areas:

First, Europe and North America must
join in a common defense the ag-
gressive ambitions of the Communist bloc.
The defense of Europe is vital to the United
States as well as to Europe itself. It Is a
costly task; the growth of European strength
permits Europe to make an increasing con-
tribution to it.

Second, the national economies of the na-
tions comprising the great industrial com-
plex of the North Atlantic are interdepend-
ent. This is becoming increasingly evident.
A slowdown in growth rates in Europe
could adversely aflect our own growth rate,
while an American recession would have
serious repercussions in Europe, Our bal-
ance-of-payments deficit is, to a large ex-
tent, the mirror image of balance-of-pay-
ments surpluses of certaln major Eurcpean
countries. If one nation or area adopts
restrictive commercial policies, those poli-
cles will find reflection in compensatory or
retallatory actions by its trading partners.

The recognition of this economic interde-
pendence has led us to seek new means to
coordinate and harmonize our domestic eco-
nomic policles. Substantial progress toward
this end has been achieved through the Or-
ganization for Economic Cooperation and
Development. Much further progress is re-
quired.

Third, the major industrialized areas of
the free world—the Atlantic nations—must
commit large amounts of money, equipment
and skill to assist the less-developed coun-
tries in raising their standards of living, If
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political stability is to be achieved and the
dangers of subversion reduced. The effective
utilization of free world resources for this
purpose requires a high degree of coordina-
tion of effort. We are beginning to achieve
that coordination through the Development
Assistance Committee of the OECD.

Fourth, if the resources of the free world
are to be efficiently utilized obstacles to the
free flow of international trade must be re-
duced and trade expanded under conditions
where the forces of comparative advantage
can fully operate. This means that Ameri-
can goods must have greater access to the
European markets while we must provide
greater access for European goods to our own
markets. Just as in other fields, benefits
and obligations must be reciprocal.

o

During the past few years U.S. policy has
been Increasingly based on the belief that
these common tasks could best be achieved
by the pursuit of two parallel lines of ac-
tion—the attainment by Europe of a greater
unity so that the European nations may act
on a widening subject matter through com-
mon institutions and the attainment of a
high degree of Atlantic cooperation through
institutional arrangements designed for that
purpose,

We have also felt that the effectiveness of
our European partner would be greatly en-
hanced if a unified Europe were expanded to
include the United Kingdom. We were,
therefore, gratified when the United King-
dom Government decided to apply for mem-
bership in the European Economic Commu-
nity. We recognized at that time, as we do
now, that the organization of Europe was a
problem for the Europeans, and that it in-
volved grave national decisions for the par-
ticlpating nations. We have not, therefore,
sought to influence these decisions, but at
the same time—since we have been repeat-
edly asked by our European friends—we have
been frank in stating that, in our view, the
accession of the United Kingdom to the
Rome Treaty would contribute to the eco-
nomie strength and political cohesion of Eu-
rope and thus advance the prospects for a
full and effective Atlantic partnership.

During the course of the negotiations for
the accession of Great Britain to the EEC—
the U.S. Government was repeatedly assured
by the six, including the French Govern-
ment—that none of the parties had any po-
litical objection to United Eingdom mem-
bership in the EEC. We recognized, at the
same time, that the negotiations involved
complex technical and economic problems—
and there was always the possibility that
these problems might not be solved to the
satisfaction of all parties. We, therefore,
recognized the possibility, although not the
probability, that these negotiations would
break down.

The veto of the French Government termi-
nating the negotiations occurred at a time
when the technical and economic problems
were well on thelr way to solution. This has
been made clear by the statements issued by
the Commission of the European Economic
Community. In our opinion, the action of
the French Government must be regarded as
motivated primarily by political reasons.

It is still too early to know with pre-
cision what the French Government's veto
may imply for future French policy. It
seems clear enough, however, that this action
has not changed the underlying facts that
have dictated the need for greater European
unity or effective Atlantic cooperation. We
believe, also, that these facts are generally
understood by the great body of European
opinion.

They can be briefly summarized:

1. Europe cannot defend itself today by
its own efforts; its defense rests heavily
upon the overwhelming nuclear strength of
the United States.
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2. The nuclear defense of the free world
is indivisible.

3. The great industrial economies of the
North Atlantic countries are to a high de-
gree interdependent.

4. To reap the full economic benefits of
this interdependence requires a free flow of
trade.

5. The urgent needs of the newly devel-
oped nations require effective common effort
on the part of the major industrialized
powers of the free world.

The existence of these facts, it seems to
us, determines the broad policy lines that
we intend to pursue,

First, we shall continue to encourage the
development of European unity and to ex-
press the hope that arrangements may ulti-
mately be made for the accession of Great
EBritain to full membership in the EEC. Re-
cent events have demonstrated a substantial
body of European opinion in favor of Brit-
ain’s participation in a uniting Europe and
the British Government has made known
its own desire that the United Kingdom
should play a full role in this development.

But while we continue to regard the
ultimate accession of Great Britain to the
Rome Treaty as an objective to be en-
couraged, we recognize that it is unlikely to
occur for some time. Meanwhile recent
events do not appear to have destroyed the
vitality of the strong European drive toward
unity nor seriously impaired the value of
the integration so far achieved through the
EEC. Obviously, it is in the interests of the
whole free world that the EEC develop in
an outward-looking manner and that it not
acquire autarchic characteristics, We pro-
pose to use our influence to this end.

Second, we shall seek to advance the ar-
rangements for close economic cooperation
with Europe through the OECD. We shall
also continue to develop close cooperation
in the monetary field through the IMF, the
Committee of Ten, and working party 3 of
the OECD.

Third, we shall continue to work toward
the strengthening of NATO and the develop-
ment of adequate conventional forces in
Europe. We see dangers in the proliferation
of national nuclear deterrents but we recog-
nize the desire of Europeans to play a full
role in their own nuclear defense. We have,
therefore, proposed the creation of a multi-
lateral nuclear force, within NATO, and we
reached agreement with the British Govern-
ment at Nassau for the mutual support of
such a force. Ambassador Livingston Mer-
chant is going to Europe next week for ex-
ploratory discussions.

Fourth, we intend to utilize to the fullest
the powers granted to the President under
the Trade Expansion Act in order to improve
access to the European Common Market as
well as other major world markets for prod-
ucts of U.S. farms and factorles. Governor
Herter intends to press liberalization of
trade as rapidly as possible.

Since General de Gaulle's press conference
on January 14, suggestions have been put
forward for the United States to join In spe-
cial commercial relations with one or another
group of nations to form a trading bloc com-
petitive with the European Common Market.

We do not believe that this would be sound’

policy. For 30 years, the United States has
consistently adhered to the most-favored-
nation principle and to the expansion of
trade on a nondiscriminatory basis. For us
to enter into preferential trading relations
with any nation or nations would mean dis-
crimination against all other nations. Such
a policy would be inconsistent with our posi-
tion as the leader of the free world.

You and Congressman REuss have raised
the question of the adequacy of the powers
provided by the Trade Expansion Act If it
should develop that the United Kingdom does
not become a member of the EEC prior to
the opening of the Kennedy round of nego-
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tiations. You have Introduced legislation
that would so amend the act that the scope
of the so-called predominant supplier clause
would be unaffected by the failure of the
United Eingdom-EEC negotiations. The ad-
ministration’s position with respect to this
proposed legislation was stated by the Presi-
dent at his press conference of February 7
when he said:

““No; we haven’t planned to ask the Con-
gress, because we do have the power, under
the trade expansion bill, to reduce all other
tariffs by 50 percent, which is a substantial
authority. We lack the zero authority.

“On the other hand, it is going to take
some months before these negotiations move
ahead. It is possible there may be some re-
consideration of the British application. I
would be responsive and in favor of legis-
lation of the kind that you described. It is
not essential, but it would be available, and
if the Congress shows any dispositions to
favor it, I would support it.”

Fifth, we propose to continue to develop
techniques to improve the cooperation of the
major industrialized powers in providing
assistance to the less-developed countries.
This does not mean the abandonment of
national programs of assistance but rather
their more effective coordination. At the
same time, we shall try to assure a greater
contribution to this common effort on the
part of the European countries.

The broad lines I have described suggest
the general directions of our policy. These
pollcy goals have been and will continue to
be pursued through a variety of instrumen-
talities and in a variety of forms. The veto
of British accession to the EEC is not an
insuperable obstacle to those policies. In
1954, the French Assembly turned down the
European Defense Community Treaty, but
the next few years were years of unprece-
dented progress toward European Integra-
tion along other lines. The basic soundness
of U.8. policy was not affected.

So today we have sought to chart a course
that corresponds to the requirements of
US. interest—to pursue a positive line of
policy rather than merely to react to, or to
follow, the policies of other governments,
This seems to us the only posture befitting
the leading Nation of the free world.

Sincerely yours,
GeorGE W. BALL,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we heard
a good deal about the opposition of Aus-
tralia to the British joining the Euro-
pean Common Market. All of that is
left up in the air by the frustration of
Britain’s application. Britain and the
Commonwealth are altogether too im-
portant for the free world security and
for free world success to be left in that
posture for very long.

The President of the United States
discussed with Prime Minister Macmil-
lan at Nassau what should be done when
we cause such an upset in British politi-
cal life by the determination with re-
spect to the Skybolt and the way in which
it was handled. It seems to me that it
is that kind of summit to which not
only Britain, but also the Common-
wealth countries as well are entitled in
respect of a trade deal with the United
States, to put it in some situation so
that it may meet present exigencies
which Britain and the Commonwealth
countries face most urgently in view of
the rejection of Britain’s application for
admission to the European Common
Market.

The trade expansion bill, the admin-
istration has said, which enables it to
reduce tariffs by as much as 50 percent,
gives it substantial authority with which
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to start to negotiate such a trade deal
If more is needed, I believe the Congress
will supply it.

The Congress guessed wrong with re-
spect to the Trade Expansion Act and
dropped from the Trade Expansion
Act the provision, added in the Senate,
which would have enabled us at least
to make 100-percent tariff deals on cer-
tain items with the European Free Trade
Association, of which Great Britain is
a member, notwithstanding the fact
that the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras] and I urged such an amend-
ment. I urged a broader one, which
we still need, which would provide that
we might make such trade deals with
any fully developed industrial nation
of the free world. The administration
accepted the bill without that provision.
Hence, that made the 80-percent clause,
so-called, practically useless because it
assumed that Britain would be in the
Common Market. Hence, our ability to
negotiate for complete tariff forgiveness
on any item with the Common Market
or with Britain is materially impaired,
unless Congress adopts a suitable amend-
ment to the Trade Expansion Act of
1962. The administration has the 50-
percent authority, but it does not have
the 100-percent authority in any practi-
cal way. I am confident that if the
President felt that a trade deal with the
British and with the Commonwealth re-
quired an extension of that authority,
there would be every likelihood that the
Congress would look sympathetically
also at the desire to help Britain in what
I call Britain’s hour of trial.

I would like to impress upon the ad-
ministration, at a time when it is ob-
viously developing its policy with re-
spect to this thunderclap which has been
administered to the free world commu-
nity and to free world strength, the idea
of a trade deal with Britain and with
the Commonwealth. It would not ex-
clude others, because the most-favored-
nation clause would bring in others,
including European Common Market
countries, but it would be especially di-
rected toward the wurgent problems
which Britain and the Commonwealth
face right now.

Second, again as an item of policy, I
hope that there will be a sense of ac-
celeration in terms of the negotiations
with the European countries with re-
spect to a multilateral nuclear force un-
der multilateral control. I hope that
enough time has gone by so that we in
the Congress will not have a narrow
view of that situation. Europe, as a
matter of self-respect, wants such an
opportunity. I think it should be afford-

ed to it and can be afforded to it with- °

out jeopardizing American nuclear se-
crets or the dominant American position
in overall defense in nuclear terms.

It seems to me that there has been an
undue amount of sympathy for Presi-
dent de Gaulle’s position, which in a
sense is inimieal to the United States.
One of the reasons for De Gaulle’s pun-
ishing Britain, as he said quite frankly,
was the fact that he thought Britain was
too closely linked with us. That is the

d of argument which may arouse
some sympathy in Europe—I bhelieve I
know a little about Europe’s thinking—
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in the absence of a real and an honor-
able effort to bring about a multilateral
nuclear deterrent between ourselves and
the European powers which we have dis-
cussed so often.

I do not believe they have any grand
ideas on the subject. It is really more
a matter of self-respect than anything
else. I think it is possible and can be
done. I would urge a far greater concept
of its urgency in terms of timing than
perhaps might at present obtain.

Third, I think we must make clear
what Secretary Ball has made clear in
his letters. The one thing which I think
stands out is that whatever may be Gen-
eral de Gaulle’s ideas about isolating
himself or Europe, we have no such idea.
On the contrary, our total thrust will be
for an integrated Europe and an inte-
grated world. This is the way in which
we think the greatest strength is pos-
sible. I like very much Secretary Ball's
statement in his letter upon that sub-
ject. He stated:

The broad lines I have described suggest
the genarsl directions of our pollcy. These
policy goals have been and will continue
to be pursued through a wvarlety of instru-
mentalities and in a variety of forms. The
veto of British accession to the EEC is not
an insuperable obstacle to those policies.
In 1854, the French Assembly turned down
the European Defense Community Treaty,
but the next few years were years of un-
precedented progress toward European inte-
gration along other lines. The basic sound-
ness of U.8. policy was not affected.

I deeply believe that European defense
would have been much further along
than it is if the French had not turned
down the European Defense Community
Treaty. Be that as it may, the Secretary
is correct about the fact that other ways,
such as the European Coal and Steel
Community, the European Economic
Community itself, and Euratom, were
found in which to bring about some
measure of European integration in the
absence of the military integration which
had been contemplated.

For that reason I urge the policy of
offering a trade deal to Britain and the
Commonwealth. It would not be a trade
deal which would exclude others, but a
trade deal which would include others,
because of its most-favored-nation pro-
vision. I urge that as the cardinal ele-
ment of American policy, because it
would represent a recognition that if we
cannot move down one road to the inte-
gration of the strength of the free world,
we will move down another alternative
road, just as we did in Europe after the
European Defense Community Treaty
was turned down.

Finally, I point out in this context that
I am personally very heavily engaged—
and I have reported to the Senate on the
subject before—in a project to bring
Europe into a position of helping, both in
the private and public sectors, the devel-
opment of Latin America in a way which
would be parallel to the Alliance for
Progress.

I point to that as falling squarely
within the concepts of Under Secretary
Ball and representing an area in which,
when we cannot go together as we would
hope, we would go together in having
Britain join the European Economic
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Community, and go together in other
directions. I would hope very much
that this could be accomplished within
the very near future. I would hope that
perhaps we could go in the direction of
a unified effort by the United States and
the main industrial countries of Europe
in attempting through the OECD, the
Organization of American States, and
the Inter-American Development Bank,
to accelerate the development of Latin
America along lines parallel to those of
the Alliance for Progress.

Those are the great designs which we
are discussing. They represent high
policy of our Government. Our Presi-
dent is dealing with them now, we know.

I have made my suggestions today. I
have also sounded a note of warning
about our being caught without alterna-
tive programs in the interests of biparti-
san foreign policy, the frankness in de-
veloping it, and the constructive effort
to analyze with each other what needs
to be done in order to make our country
successful.

The fact remains that in the Atlantic
Community there are $1 trillion of pro-
ductive facilities—one thousand billion
dollars. If Ehrushchev had a produc-
tive machinery of $1 trillion he would,
indeed, grind us into the dust, either
actually or by merely threatening to do
50,

We have an opportunity which no
prior world community ever had to tri-
umph for freedom in an unbelievably
successful way, if we know how to over-
come the human frailties which stand
in the way of integrating and coordinat-
ing our enormous power of wealth pro-
duction in order to win the historic and
epochmaking struggle for freedom in
which we are now engaged.

Europe, the United States, Canada,
and Japan are critically important to
this design.

I have expressed these views today in
the hope that by expressing them in time,
based upon the fundamental informa-
tion furnished to us by our own Depart-
ment of State, they may be of help to
the Government of the United States and
to our President in framing our momen-
tous policy.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call may be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

UNESCO BOOKLET ON RACIAL AND
POLITICAL EQUALITY IN SOVIET
UNION

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, several
days ago protests were lodged over a
year-old UNESCO publication contain-
ing profuse claims about guarantees for
racial and political equality in the Soviet
Union. Because of the nature of the
controversy that has raged over that
subject, I ask unanimous consent to have
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printed in the Recorp not only the news
story on it from the Washington Post
for February 14, but also a background
statement on the UNESCO publication
prepared by the UNESCO people them-
selves,

There being no objection, the article
and statement were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 14, 1963]

PUBLICATION PoLiCY REVIEW FORCED—
UNESCO BooxLET PrROTESTS RISE
(By A. I. Goldberg)

UwniTep Natiows, N.¥., February 183.—FPro-
tests over a year-old UNESCO publication
containing profuse claims about guarantees
for racial and political equality in the Soviet
Union have forced UNESCO to review its
publication poliey.

UNESCO is the U.N. Educational, Scien-
tific, and Cultural Organization, based in
Parls. It has the status of a speclalized
agency of the United Nations. Some con-
servative organizations in the United States
have criticized it for its views on social and
cultural problems,

The United States contributes nearly one-
third of UNESCO’s $39 million annual
budget. The Soviet Union pays about 156
percent.

The publication, written by a Soviet edu-
cator and a Soviet lawyer, asserted in one
passage that “in 1940 the Soviet regime was
restored in Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia,
which voluntarily joined the Soviet Union.”

A U.S, source said the United States pro-
tested vigorously last April, shortly after the
book was issued, and was told that a lack of
firm policy directives rendered UNESCO
powerless to deal with such cases.

A review committee, set up as a result of
United States and other protests, is expected
to report in April, the source said. The
U.S. National Committee for UNESCO has
submitted recommendations and criteria for
stricter standards.

The new complaint—one of many, an in-
formant sald—came from the Assembly of
Captive European Nations in New York., It
is a group comprising political exiles from
Eastern European countries, including the
Baltic republics (Latvia, Lithuania, Zstonia),
whose incorporation into the Soviet Unilon
early in World War II has never been recog-
nized by the United States, Britain, and
many other nations.

A letter from the assembly’'s president,
George M. Dimitrov, appealed to Vittorino
Veronese, UNESCO Director General, to halt
distribution of the 106-page booklet. He
called it cheap Soviet propaganda, falling
short of UNESCO objectivity, and termed it
“harmful to the rights of Estonia, Latvia,
and Lithuania.”

The booklet was the third of a series of
six planned by UNESCO in 1851 to study race
discrimination. Now UNESCO officlals are
examining whether to continue with the
series, an informant said.

The booklet was written by I. P. Tsame-
rian, described as a Soviet doctor of philoso-
phy, and 8. L. Ronin, a Soviet doctor of law.
Titled “Equality of Rights Between Races
and Nationalities in the USSR."” it re-
iterated Soviet arguments frequently heard
in U.N. debates that guarantees against race
discrimination were written into the Soviet
constitution.

At one place it said “the Soviet Union has
solved the problem of nationalities,” but ac-
knowledged “this does not mean, of course,
that a peak of perfection has been reached.
The U.SS.R. still contains backward ele-
ments among whom nationalist prejudices
exlst.”

The booklet contended that the Bolshevik
revolution for the first time gave Jews equal
rights in the Soviet Union, said racial prob-
lems were solved because of Communist Party
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policy, and quoted Soviet Premier Nikita S.
Ehrushchev's assertion that Jews “hold a
worthy place” among those responsible for
Soviet lunar rocket launchings.

In Washington, Republican National
Chairman, Wmriam E. MnLEr, termed the
booklet "a gratultous insult to Americans
and the free world,” and said in a state-
ment that the KEennedy administration
should demand that the United Nations re-
pudiate the publication and order its with-
drawal from circulation.

BACKGROUND STATEMENT oN UNESCO PuUBLI-
cATION “EQUALITY OF RIGHTS BETWEEN

RACES AND NATIONALITIES IN THE U.S.S.R.”

The booklet entitled “Equality of Rights
Between Races and Nationalities in the
U.SSR.” by two Soviet nationals, I. P.
Tsamerian and 8. L. Ronin, was published
by UNESCO in March 1962 as part of a se-
ries of studies on “Race and Society.” An
earlier work in this series was written by
an American social sclentist and reviewed
Federal and State antidiscrimination legis-
lation in the United States.

While these two publications were in-
tended by UNESCO to present comparative
scholarly studies on race relations in the
Boviet Union and the .United States, it is
obvious that the Soviet publication has been
used instead as a vehicle for political propa~
ganda. It ignores recognized standards of
sclentific research by presenting a distorted
and often fallacious plcture of the treat-
ment of nationalities in minority groups in
the Soviet Union. It contains numerous
blatant examples of Soviet anti-Western
propaganda, making references to “revanch-
ist neo-Fascist elements” in Western Euro-
pean countries, “colonialist oppression” in
“capitalist countries” and so forth. In so
doing, of course, it serves the national ob-
jectives and policy of the Soviet Union and
not the objectives of international under-
standing espoused by UNESCO.

In April 1962 the Department of State
vigorously protested publication of this
booklet to the Acting Director General of
UNESCO, citing the reasons above and point-
ing out that it violated the principles of the
UNESCO Constitution. In his reply to this
protest the Acting Director General sald
that the book was a counterpart to the
American publication and was to “reflect
as faithfully as possible the views of com-
petent Soviet authorities.” The Acting Di-
rector General added that criticlsms
“glicited by the publication of this brochure
throw light, in a more general manner, on
the difficulties encountered by the Secretar-
iat in matters of publication, owing to the
lack of precise instructions from the govern-
ing bodies of UNESCO.”

To compensate for this lack of guidance
from the governing bodles, the UNESCO Ex-
ecutive Board, with the full support of the
Department of State, last fall appointed a
committee to prepare policy directives on
UNESCO publications. The Department,
after seeking the advice of the U.S. Natlonal
Commission for UNESCO, formulated com-
prehensive criteria which, if adopted, would
prevent the use of UNESCO publications for
Soviet propaganda purposes. These criteria
were presented to the 12th General Confer-
ence of UNESCO, in November 1962, as fol-
lows:

“1. UNESCO should publish only in those
fields which are clearly within its scope and
competence and where publications contrib-
ute to the attainment of its objectives.

“2. Abusive or biased statements should
be avoided so that the rules of objective and
judicious writing prevail in all UNESCO
publications.

“3. Authorship of all publications other
than statements of official Organization pol-
icy should be clearly stated, and individual
authors should be recognized as competent
in their flelds. In this regard, recognition of
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competence should be based both on the
views of the government of the author's
country and on the opinion of the interna-
tional community of scholars in the author’s
field.

“4, Careful distinction should be made, by
format and by specific disclaimer, between
publications presenting official positions to
which UNESCO is formally committed and
publications reporting conference or com-
mittee discussion or individual statements or
documents with which UNESCO is not nec-
essarily in agreement.

“5. UNESCO should temporarily suspend
publication of monograph studies of purely
national situations and circumstances, since
it is not possible under the present cir-
cumstances to publish such studies without
the risk of compromising the integrity of
the Organization. In the free exchange of
ideas which must underlie objective scholarly
research, the reader is able to compare and
contrast opposing points of view only if
those points of view are presented in such a
way as to be truly comparable. Yet com-
parability requires prior agreement on pur-
poses and principles, and it is apparent that
such agreement has been lacking in certain
series of monographs on national situations
published by UNESCO. In the absence of
this agreement, authors of national publica-
tions will continue producing research for
UNESCO publications a to their own,
perhaps valid, but often contradictory prin-
ciples of scholarly research. In this sltua-
tion, UNESCO may find itself compromised
by the ideological rivalry centering around
its activities, distrusted by honest scholars,
dishonored by the use of its prestige for
purely national purposes.”

The chalrman of the U.S. delegation to the
12th General Conference, Assistant Secre-
tary of State Lucius D. Battle, reiterated
U.8, policy in this regard as follows:

“Fifth, my Government considers that
UNESCO should abandon activities such as
tendentious publications, and those semi-
nars, meetings and other projects which ex-
perience has shown lead to polemics rather
than to scholarly results. The elimination
of such projects will result in considerable
savings of manpower and money, without
impairing the essential, high priority pro-
gram of proven benefit. The question is
not only one of cost but one of integrity,
for UNESCO's standards of scholarship, like
Caesar's wife, must be above reproach."

The Organization is expected to take final
action on publications policy directives dur-
ing 1963 on the basis of recommendations
by the United States and other member
states.

Although UNESCO publishes hundreds of
objective and impartial studies every year,
the lack of precise policy gutdance does, from
time to time, result in publications objec-
tionable to the United States. The Depart-
ment is fully aware of the necessity of
formulating publications policy directives
and will continue to pursue the matter
vigorously.

FPEBRUARY 14, 1963,

DESIGNATION OF O'MAHONEY LAKE
AND RECREATIONAL AREA—AD-
DITIONAL COSPONSORS OF JOINT
RESOLUTION

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, some
time ago I introduced a joint resolution
in this body (S.J. Res. 17), inviting Sen-
ators to join me in a proposal to name
a lake in Wyoming O'Mahoney Lake, in
honor of a distinguished former Member
of this body, Senator Joseph C.
O'Mahoney.

Since that time many Senators, from
both sides of the aisle, have asked to
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join in this commendation and recogni-
tion, in & sort of living memorial to Joe
O’'Msahoney. Other Senators are still
asking to join.

I ask unanimous consent that at the
next printing of Senate Joint Resolution
17 the names of the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastorel, the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS],
and the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
Cannon] be added as cosponsors of the
measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE, I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. Would the Senator
from Wyoming add the name of the
Senator from Nebraska to that list?

Mr. McGEE. I shall be delighted and
honored to add the name of the Senator
from Nebraska to the list of the cospon-
sors; and I mention the fact that this
brings to a total of 52 the number of
Senators who have cosponsored the
measure for naming the lake after our
former colleague.

Mr. HRUSEKA. If the Senator will
yield further, is that what the Senator
would call a constitutional majority?

Mr, McGEE. In the presence of the
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crark]l, who is waiting to
take the floor, I choose not to open that
question at this interval.

Mr. HRUSEA. In a more serious
vein, I am glad to have my name added
to the joint resolution, because, as the
Senator knows, Senator O’'Mahoney and
I served on the Judiciary Committee for
several years. He was a great Senator
and a spirited orator when he was fight~
ing, and he was fighting most of the

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. Iyield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I did not hear
the Senator’'s brief discussion, but am
I to understand that the proposal is to
name a lake affer Senator O'Mahoney?

Mr. McGEE. Yes. The waters backed
up by Flaming Gorge Dam will lie in
Wyoming, and because of the identifica-
tion of Senator O'Mahoney with the
development of some of the upper Colo-
rado projects, many of us in that seec-
tion of the country want to have the
lake named in his honor.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I could not agree
more fully with the Senator. I served
with Senator O'Mahoney on the Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee for a
number of years. I got to know him
very well. I had great respect for him.
The Senator knew of the West, and par-
ticularly our part of the West.

I would be happy if the Senator per-
mitted me to ask him to include my
name as a cosponsor of the joint reso-
Tution.

Mr. McGEE. The Senator from Wyo-
ming is delighted to add the name of
the Senator from Arizona also to the
list of cosponsors.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be added as cosponsors
to the joint resolution the names of
the Senators I have mentioned.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum——

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold his request?

Mr. McGEE. Yes.

Mr. CLARK. Ido not think it is neces-
sary.

Mr. McGEE. Apparently the Senator
is ready to proceed.

THE SENATE ESTABLISHMENT

Mr, CLARK. Mr. President, I resume
my discussion of the Senate establish-
ment which I began yesterday. I shall
probably not conclude this afternoon,
owing to the lateness of the hour at
which I have obtained the floor and my
desire not to hold the Senate unduly
late in session; but I shall speak, if other
Senators are interested in the timing,
for probably about an hour. If there are
Senators present who wish me to yield
to them to make brief remarks, I shall
be glad to do so at any time.

FINANCE COMMITTEE

Mr. President, when I concluded yes-
terday I was discussing the impact of
the bipartisan Senate establishment on
the composition and size of the Senate
Finance Committee. I pointed out that
for various reasons, which I discussed
yvesterday in a speech which concluded
in the Recorp for yesterday in the first
column of page 2564, it had been deter-
mined by the Senate establishment, and
the majority leader felt that the estab-
lishment in this instance had the votes,
to retain the size of the Finance Com-
mittee at 17 members, and to divide those
17 between Republicans and Democrats
in the ratio of 11 Democrats to 6 Re-
publicans, even though there are 67 Dem-
ocrats and only 33 Republicans in the
Senate, which would justify a 12-to-5
ratio on the committee.

So that, in terms of that justice and
equity which governed the ratio between
Democrats and Republicans in assign-
ments to practically every other com-
mittee, the ratio would be at least 14 to
T or 10 to 5, and might conceivably be
13 to 6 or 12 to 5. Nevertheless, the es-
tablishment concluded to permit the bi-
partisan establishment control to con-
tinue without dilution in this important
committee to which so large a share of
the measures which the President of the
United States believes important to the
success of his program either have been
or will be referred.

I pointed out also that the method in
which the Finance Committee operates,
and has operated for years, makes for
long delay in reporting important meas-
ures to the floor of the Senate. Sena-
tors will recall how long it took hefore
we were able to bring to a vote on the
floor of the Senate the medicare bill,
both last year and 2 years ago.

Senators will recall that there was no
possibility of that bill’'s coming out of
the Finance Committee in anything like
the shape in which it was recommended
by the President.

Senators will recall also that this year
we have already been advised by the
chairman of the Finance Committee that
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he sees no possibility of bringing a tax
bill to the floor until after Labor Day.

The principal reason for this, fo my
way of thinking, untoward delay in
enabling the program of the President to
be voted on the floor of the Senate is
threefold:

First, the Finance Committee is un-
willing to conduct even preliminary
hearings on the vitally important bills
until the House has acted, although it
had no hesitation in doing it with respect
to the Du Pont bill recently, which the
establishment favored.

It appears that when the program of
the President is involved, the policy is
one of “let’s take our time.” When a
bill in which the establishment is inter-
ested is involved, the cue is, “Lef’s act
with expedition.”

The second reason is that, unlike al-
most any other committee in the Senate,
the Finance Committee does not organize
itself into subcommittees, so that all
testimony is taken and the executive
consideration of all bills is conducted
before the entire committee, despite the
fact that the Finance Committee has
perhaps the most extended and compli-
cated jurisdiction of any of the com-
mittees in the Senate.

For example, would it not be simple
right now to divide the Finance Com-
mittee, let us say, into no more than two
subcommittees? Let one of them con-
duct hearings on social security matters,
such as medicare, while the other one is
conducting hearings on the tax program
of the President. In this way the busi-
ness of the Senate would be enormously
expedited, and it might even be possible
ga adjourn and go home before Labor

y.

I understand that other Senators may
have under consideration a Senate reso-
lution expressing the sense of the Senate
that the Finance Committee should
promptly begin hearings on the tax bill,
and perhaps on the medicare bill, and be
prepared to bring the tax bill to the floor
of the Senate within 30 days of the time
that the House acts, now thought to he
the end of June.

I hope that these arguments will pre-
vail on the minds of the majority of the
members of the Finance Committee and
that this type of expeditious action will
take place.

The third reason why matters are so
delayed in the Finance Committee is
quite frankly and candidly because it
has not an adequate staff in terms of
the numbers of qualified men and women
able to sift and analyze and report
to the members of the committee on the
complex tax structure and other matters,
including social security and trade mat-
ters, which come before the committee,
besides advising other Members of the
Senate who may feel impelled by reason
of an interest in the subject matter to
seek the advice of members of the staff
of the Finance Committee.

This void is filled only partially by the
Joint Committee on Internal Revenue
Taxation, which in my opinion is en-
titled to additional staff members in
order to perform its rigorous duties.

For the time being, I leave the Finance
Committee, but I shall return to it later
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in my remarks, when I expect to demon-
strate how the Republican establishment
cooperates with the Democratic estab-
lishment to assure maintenance of the
status quo with respect to the number of
Senators on certain major committees
of the Senate, and show with some glee,
because of the dwindling numbers of
members of the establishment, that since
the election of 1958 it has lost control of
a number of major Senate committees.

I believe it is not too much to say that
while we may not yet be quite ready for
Waterloo in connection with the estab-
lishment, we have certainly seen the bat-
tle of Moscow lost. Time is on the side
of the Presidential party on both sides
of the aisle in the Senate. Time is
against the aging congressional party,
with its dwindling numbers, who are
wedded to the status quo.

FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE

I turn now to a consideration of the
situation in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. Here I must start with a dis-
claimer. It is well known to my
colleagues in the Senate that my overrid-
ing ambition for a committee assign-
ment ever since I first came to the Sen-
ate 7 years ago has been to be assigned
to the Foreign Relations Committee.
That ambition has constantly been frus-
trated, sometimes with the aid of senior-
ity, sometimes in spite of seniority. It
therefore may well be felt by my col-
leagues—and they may well be correct—
that in discussing the status of the For-
eign Relations Committee I am not en-
tirely objective. All I can say is that I
have made an earnest effort to be objec-
tive. If I have failed, it has been by
reason of human frailty, not because of
design.

At the beginning of the session the
Foreign Relations Committee consisted
of 17 members, with 2 vacancies—in
other words, 15 live bodies. The ratio
was 11 to 6. Despite the protestations
of the chairman of the committee, it was
determined to change the ratio to 12 to
5. My own view has been that for rea-
sons of high policy it would be desirable
to change the ratio of the members of
the Foreign Relations Committee to 14
to 7, thus making it a 2 to 1 committee,
and enlarging it in order to permit addi-
tional Members who give bipartisan
support to the program of the President
overseas in this time of peril to be ap-
pointed to the committee from both the
Democratic and Republican sides,
thereby, hopefully, strengthening & bi-
partisan approach to foreign affairs,
which one would hope might cause par-
tisan politics to stop at the waterfront, as
was done in the great days when Sen-
ator Vandenberg was the chairman of
that commiftee.

This was not done. One of my
amendments to rule XXV which lies at
the desk would increase the size of the
committee so as to increase the size of
the committee to 21. About 1937, when
the number of Democratic Senators in
this body was even higher than it is to-
day, the Foreign Relations Committee
consisted of 23 members. Therefore,
there is ample precedent for the sug-
gested change, just as there is for the
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Finance Committee, as I pointed out
yesterday.

I have no complaint whatever about
the fact that I was passed over this time
in the Foreign Relations Committee, be-
cause the able Senator from Florida [Mr,
SmaTtHeERs] had seniority. My complaint
is that 2 years ago I was passed over for
the Foreign Relations Committee in fa-
vor of an equally good friend, who had
less seniority, and that 2 years before
that I was passed over for the Foreign
Relations Committee in favor of two
Senators who had no more than equal
seniority.

I have tried to be very objective about
this situation, and I think I have suc-
ceeded. I have no personal quarrel over
the action of the steering committee in
this regard, which was taken last week,
but I have grave concern that on mat-
ters such as a test ban treaty, our at-
titude toward dictatorships in South
America and elsewhere, foreign aid and
our attitude toward the race issue, by
which we are embarrassed in our deal-
ings with Africans and Asians, who be-
lieve our policy on the race issue is de-
plorable. In all these matters I believe
it would be helpful if some additional
supporters of a bipartisan foreign policy,
both Democrats and Republicans, were
added to the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee.

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE

I turn now to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations. Here there was no
real controversy, because the leadership
had determined—and with this I have
no quarrel—to make the Government
Operations Committee & major commit-
tee and to increase its size from 9 to 15
and to maintain a ratio of 2 to 1 in
connection with Demoecratic and Repub-
lican members.

There were no applicants for the Com-
mittee on Government Operations other
than from freshmen Members of the
Senate. Generally speaking, they got
either this assignment, when they wanted
it, or another equally good one. So
there was no problem there.

INTERIOR COMMITTEE

Turning to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, we have another
situation in which seniority was ignored
in favor of two freshmen, thus passing
over the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Hartl, who will be up for a tough re-
election fight in a year and who had
seniority, and the Senator from Oregon
[Mrs. NEUBERGER], who also had senior-
ity over the two freshmen Senators who,
together with the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HavpEN] were assigned to that
committee.

Needless to say, when Senator HAYDEN
indicated a desire to join the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the steer-
ing committee unanimously granted our
beloved President pro tempore this re-
quest. But there were still two vacancies
left, and they were given to Senator
Nerson and Senator McGovern, instead
of to Senator HarT and Senator NeuU-
BERGER.

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

I return to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, where again, to my way of think-
ing, a grave injustice was done to one
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of our finest Senators, Senator Burpick,
who will be up for reelection next year.
He was most eager to be assigned to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

He was passed over by the establish-
ment in favor of two very ahle freshmen
Senators, Senator KENnNEpy and Senator
Bayn. I find little justification for this
action on behalf of the establishment.
Senator Burpick was really left out in
the cold. I do not think a very good case
can be made for supporting what the
steering committee did in this case.

In all the criticisms I have been mak-
ing about the actions of the steering
committee in overriding and ignoring the
seniority rights of what might be called
intermediate grade Senators, Senators
who came to the Senate in 1958 on the
liberal sweep which brought 15 new lib-
eral Democrats and 3 moderate Repub-
licans to the floor of this body, it is my
view that those Senators have suffered
as a result of the determination of the
steering committee not to give to each
freshman Senator one good committee,
but to give to each freshman Senator two
good committees to the prejudice of Sen-
ators who are up for reelection next year
and who had worked hard in the cause
of the President of the United States and
had shown by their votes that they were
modern Senators, not Senators who are
wedded to the status quo.

In each instance, freshmen Senators
could have been given another excellent
committee, but they were not. They
were preferred to Senators like Senator
Burbick, who, I believe, had a higher
claim on the members of the steering
committee.

LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE

I now turn, with mild amusement, to
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, on which I have the honor to serve,
and which I believe to be one of the
finest, most important, and most influen-
tial committees in the Senate. Senators
may recall that yesterday I made the
same statement about my other commit-
tee, the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency. No Senator wants to be assigned
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare. Is it not a shame? It is a fine
committee. Yet it is not possible to get
any Senator to serve on the Committee
on Banking and Currency or the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.
Too bad. So the able junior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] was
“shanghaied” and assigned to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare,
even though he did not apply for that
committee. However, I am sure he will
serve with the same great ability on that
committee that his older brother did in
the years before he became President of
the United States, and when I had the
honor to serve with him and bring to
the floor of the Senate and have passed
much important legislation which we
thought then, and I think now, is very
much in the public interest.

POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SBERVICE COMMITTEE

I now turn to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, from which I
resigned after 6 years of interesting serv-
ice. There again, there was only one ap-
plicant, the present occupant of the
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Chair [Mr. BRewsTER], and he was as-
signed to that committee.

It was thought that Senator McGEE,
of Wyoming, who has a tough campaign
for reelection coming up next year,
would profit if he were able to have the
close association with the members of
the Civil Service and particularly of the
Post Office Department which that com-
mittee would give him. He was placed
on that committee; and there was, of
course, no real controversy.

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

The next committee is the Committee
on Public Works. There again we have
an interesting situation. The member-
ship of that committee is 17, and the
ratio had been 11 Democrats and 6 Re-
publicans. The ratio was changed to 12
to 5. This resulted in five vacancies on
that committee—a very large number
of vacancies.

Senator Jorpan of North Carolina
was not an applicant for assignment to
that committee; but he had seniority,
and he was assigned to the committee
for the very good reason that there were
at that time no Senators from the South
who were members of that important
committee. In this instance, seniority
was honored, and Senator JOrRDAN was
placed on that committee.

Then, in quick succession, Senator
BREWSTER, Senator INOUYE, Senator
BayH, and Senator NerLsonN were placed
on that committee, jumping over Sen-
ator McINTYRE, of New Hampshire, who
had seniority by about 2 months.

Let it not be thought that the question
of seniority by a day or two or a month
or two has not hitherto been important.
It has. I have seen many instances
since I came to the Senate in which Sen-
ators who had seniority of not more
than 3 or 4 days over their colleagues
were automatically accorded that senior-
ity right when it came to the question
not only of their assignment to a com-
mittee, but also of their priority on that
committee in terms of seniority once they
got there.

But the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr., McInTYRE] was ignored, and other
fine and able junior Senators, including
the present occupant of the chair, the
junior Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsTER] were placed on that commit~
tee. I am sure that those Senators will
render fine service. I am confident that
the four freshmen are Kennedy men, are
liberals, and will support the administra-
tion. My only complaint was, and is,
that I thought it was a little rough on
Senator McInTYRE, who is in the same
category and desired to be assigned to
the Committee on Public Works.

RULES AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

The final committee is the Committee
on Rules and Administration. In this
instance, there is a rather amusing little
interlude. That committee had been
changed from a major commitiee to a
minor committee by prior action of the
steering committee at the time we came
to a vote. Senators will recall that T am
committed not to reveal the vote on the
filling of committee vacancies, and I shall
not do so. But the order of seniority of
applicants for that committee was: Sen-
ator THURMOND, of South Carolina, whose
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seniority dates from November 7, 1956;
I, whose seniority dates from 2 months
later, January 3, 1957; Senator Byrp of
West Virginia, whose seniority dates
from January 7, 1959; and Senator
NEUBERGER, of Oregon, whose seniority
dates from November 9, 1960.

When the secret ballots were counted,
it was discovered that the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Byrp] had won selec-
tion to the committee. The second
choice was so divided that no Senator had
a majority; but the two highest on the
list were the Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NevuBercEr] and I. The Senator from
South Carolina [Mr, THURMOND], who
had seniority over all of us, was, there-
fore, dropped from further considera-
tion; and the balloting then took place
between the Senator from Oregon [Mrs.
NeuBerceEr] and myself. I am selfishly
pleased that in that very close race, I
received the nod; and I thank some of
my friends from the establishment for
their graciousness in helping me in that
way to achieve membership on the com-
mittee, because at the time when the
vote was taken, I had been engaged in
about a 2-hour battle to achieve results
in other instances—although in each
case I had failed. So I am grateful, in-
deed, that I have been selected for ap-
pointment to the Committee on Rules
and Administration. Having received
that choice, I shall do my very best as a
member of the Committee on Rules and
Administration to change—drastically—
the Senate rules, in order to update the
procedures of the Senate and its ability
to conduct its business expeditiously.

This completes my initial review of
the actions of the steering committee.
I recapitulate by saying that in making
its choices, the steering committee
ignored seniority nine times, in order to
give freshman Senators assignments fo
two major committees—not merely one—
although it could have given them as-
signments to two major committees
without in any instance overriding the
requests of intermediate Senators of
substantially greater seniority, and
jumping nonfreshman Senators over
other nonfreshman Senators who had
seniority, notably in the cases of the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETTI,
who was assigned to the Appropriations
Committee, and myself, who was as-
signed—as the second choice—to the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
and also in the case of the assignment
of the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Byrp] to the Committee on Rules and
Administration. I make clear that I
am not complaining about my own selec-
tion for membership on the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

Yesterday the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. ProxMige]l—whom I see in the
Chamber—made an eloquent plea for the
rule of seniority in the selection of Mem-
bers to be assigned to committees, with
the sole exception of cases in which it
was necessary to ignore seniority in or-
der to assign freshman Senators to one
major committee. At that time I under-
took to differ with him. I should like
to state now the reasons why I took that
position. .

It seems to me that in the area of the
selection of commitiee members we
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should have representative government
within the organization of both the Re-
publican Party and the Democratic
Party. We should choose for appoint-
ment to the committees, Members in
whom we have confidence—confidence
that they will do the right thing, as they
see it, while they serve on the steering
committee. I do not question that the
present members of the steering com-
mittee thought they were doing the right
thing, although I disagree with them.
Nevertheless, I do not impugn in any
way their motives. Furthermore, the
steering committee should be composed
of Senators who fairly represent the
ideology and the geography of the mem-
bers of the Democratic conference; and
after having so chosen the members on
an equitable basis, we should be pre-
pared to permit them to make the in-
itial choice of the Members to fill com-
mittee vacancies,

I would go along with the Senator
from Oregon [Mr., Morsel—and I did
so0 in the ballot within the Democratic
conference—in taking the position that
in each instance the Democratic con-
ference should have the right to change
the recommendations of the steering
committee before the lists are submitted
to the Senate. That would be only sound
democratic procedure, just as it con-
forms with the practice on the floor of
the Senate, where the Senate itself
checks, amends, rejects, or approves the
recommendations of all the committees
which deal with legislation. But, even
if we could not obtain this review by the
Democratic conference of the recom-
mendations of the steering committee, I
would be prepared to leave the members
of the steering committee rather free as
to their choices, subject to the general
criteria. It seems to me that those
criteria, which would usually—although
not always—prevail, would be that in
making their selections, the members of
the committee, acting—I am sure—in
good faith, would take into account
seniority, geography, ideology, compe-
tence, and experience; and they should
try to get—within the broad outlines of
those general criteria—the very best
Members available within the whole
body of the Democratic side of the Sen-
ate, to serve on the particular commit-
tees in which vacancies occur.

I would not want any more rigorous
ground rule than that. Of course, in or-
der to make it effective, it would be
necessary to have a representative steer-
ing committee. Although, as I have been
pointing out, the present steering com-
mittee is not representative in terms of
either ideology or geography, I would say
to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Proxmire] that all we need, in order to
get the kind of steering committee which
he and I would like to have, is the sup-
port of the leadership. Until we came
to the Democratic conference the other
day, I had hoped we would have the
support of the leadership in the attempt
to increase the size of the steering com-
mittee to either 19 or 17; and 2 years ago
I was given to understand—although no
commitment was made—that there
would be resignations from the steering
committee, from among the members
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from the Deep South, in order to make
it possible to comply with the require-
ment—Ilaid down in both 1961 and 1963—
by the Democratic conference that the
membership of the steering committee
should represent both the geography and
the ideology of the members of the con-
fapenge...T gax.tn the Senafor from Wis-
consin that I have not despaired of get-
ting the leadership to change its mind in
that regard.

I am telling no tales out of school when
I say that within the leadership itself
there is dissension on this point. I would
hope that the majority leader and the
whip would in due course conclude that
the commitment made to the Demo-
cratic conference in 1961 and 1963 should
be kept.

I point out to my friend from Wiscon-
sin that we were not too far away from
winning anyway, even with the opposi-
tion of the leadership. We got 21 votes
out of 60, for a steering committee of 19.
We got 23 votes out of 60 for a steering
committee of 17. A shift of only 10 votes
would have changed the result. If the
leadership were to shift, there is not a
shadow of doubt in my mind that the
majority would shift, too.

I point out that there were only 60
votes, because 7 Democratic Senators
were unable to attend the conference.

Mr. PROXMIRE., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I yield to my friend from
‘Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. With much of what
the Senator has said today I whole-
heartedly agree. Of course, the body of
his speech I find very agreeable. Also I
concur with his statement that he thinks
the steering committee should be guided
by criteria. That is very important.
Perhaps those criteria exist implicitly.
I do not know of any explicit statement
that seniority, geography, ideology, and
competence should be considered. If
there is such a generalized notion, I do
not believe it is widely understood.

Mr. CLARK. Clearly or not, consider
what happened.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Very well; consider
what happened. Let me discuss with
the Senator from Pennsylvania what
course ought to be followed. The Sen-
ator has said he thinks we were close to
victory because we got 21 votes in the
caucus of 60 Senators.

Mr. CLAREK. Twenty-three.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That was for 19
members of the steering committee; and
23 votes for 17 members of the steering
committee, I submit that if there were
19 members on the steering committee,
it would not have made any difference
on any vote the Senator has discussed
today.

Without having had revealed to me
the precise vote, I understand that it was
pretty substantial. It was mnot even
close. I would not say that there was
a “snow job,” but there was an over-
whelming decision made by those mem-
bers of the steering committee. Assum-
ing that the new members of the steering
committee would all tend to agree with
the Senator from Pennsylvania or the
Senator from Wisconsin, I still think it
is very doubtful that it would have made
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any real difference in the voting of the
steering committee.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit me to interrupt, I
respectfully disagree with my friend
from Wisconsin. I am interested that
my friend should have referred to that
snow which falls with such plenitude
on the marvelous forests and farmiahas
of his home State. Off the floor of the
Senate I have said—and I say now in a
mildly lighter vein, impugning neither
the motives nor the action of any Sen-
ator—that what happened was the
greatest “snow job” since the blizzard of
1888. I marvel at the efficiency with
which that “snow” fell.

To get back to the other point, I am
confident that if the composition of the
steering committee had been readjusted
s0 as to make it conform to the
geography and ideology of the Senate,
and if it had consisted of 19 members,
there is no doubt that the results for
which the Senator and I jointly contend
would have been achieved. If the num-
ber had been 17, the issue would have
been more doubtful. But, after all,
there was only a hard core of seven votes
that might not have been shifted if the
composition of the committee had been
otherwise. At the very most there were
nine. With a committee of 19, I think we
would have won 10 to 9 if the issue had
been forced in each case.

Mr., PROXMIRE. At any rate,
whether or not the Senator would have
prevailed if he got the kind of composi-
tion of the steering committee {or which
he asked is certainly subject to question,
because we do not know who would have
been nominated by the leadership and
who would have been approved by the
caucus. We do not know exactly what
views they would have taken on this
particular vote.

The point that the Senator from Wis-
consin wishes to make is——

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit me to interrupt
briefly before he continues, since I am
afraid I shall lose the floor, I should like
t?d point out that I believe time is on our
slae.

I hope the Senator from Wisconsin
will be returned to this body by an over-
whelming majority next year. I have
6 more years myself. I am hopeful
that our friends in the class of 1958, in
the class of 1960, and in the class of
1962 will be here for many more years. I
do not believe the attrition in that group
will be very high. Let us be patient.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have enough ap-
preciation of the two-party system and
of the ebb and flow of party fortunes to
anticipate that it will be unlikely in the
future that we shall continue to have 67
Democrats in the Senate, or a 2-to-1 re-
lationship with the Republicans. I sus-
pect that a time will come when there
may be a majority of Republicans.
When that time comes, I suppose that
most of us from the North will no longer
be here. Our southern brethren are
likely to be here, if they live that long.
If not, they will be succeeded by Senators

-
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who will have an equally long term of
service in the Senate.

Mr. CLARK. I point out that when
those Senators are succeeded by other
southern Senators, the new southern
Senators will not have seniority.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes; but if we take
the long sweep of American history—cer-
waInty” 107 ufd pasy 1 yemny= utér e st
no question that in the Democratic
Party southern Senators have had
seniority. Furthermore, there have been
many periods in which southern Sena-
tors have had close to a majority of
Democratic Senators.

We should anticipate that southern
Senators will have seniority, and in cer-
tian periods will have close to a majority
of all Democratic Senators, as they had
even as recently as 1947 and 1948.

Mr. The Senator refers to
all Democratic Senators.

Mr., PROXMIRE. All Democratic
Senators. So they will be able to control
the Democratic conference absolutely,
even without any allies.

Mr. CLARK. If I may interrupt the
Senator, I should like to point out that
as a result of the activities of northern
and western Democrats, joined by a per-
ceptible handful of Republicans, we are
gradually enfranchising the Negro in the
South.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CLAREK. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE., The day may come
when we shall have a two-party system
in South Carolina and Mississippi. But
I did not want to base our hopes in
achieving appointments to committees
on a possible two-party system in those
States and in other Southern States.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator misunder-
stands me. I am not so much thinking
about a two-party system, although per-
sonally I would like to see it. I am
thinking of a drastic revision in the
thinking of Senators from the South,
once the Negro is really enfranchised and
comes to be—as he is frequently in my
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania today—
the deciding factor in a close election.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree that such
a development is likely to take place
sooner than the development of a two-
party system in the South. It seems to
me on the basis of the experience we
have had that we can anticipate a situa-
tion in which those who were inclined
to disagree with the viewpoint of the
Senator from Pennsylvania and the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin on civil rights will
have disproportionate power in the Dem-
ocratic Party, considering their numbers.
They will have disproportionate repre-
sentation on the steering committee.

Mr. CLAREK. They do today.

Mr. PROXMIRE. There will be dis-
proportionate influence on the steering
committee. Whether it consists of 17
members or 19, they will continue to
have exceptional influence, not only be-
cause of their numbers, but because of
their ability and experience. Recogniz-
ing that we are likely to have a steering
committee which will have dispropor-
tionate representation of Southern Sen-
ators for the foreseeable future, it seems
to me it is the better part of wisdom on
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our part to insist upon the most objec-
tive eriteria for appointments to com-
mittees that we can win. We cannot rely
on a favorable steering committee. We
must therefore rely on criteria that will
require fairness and objective appoint-
ment by the steering committee.

I submit that we should be able to win,
without any question, approval of an ob-
jective criteria like seniority from mem-
bers of the steering committee, If they
will not accept it, it seems to me they
are wrong and we can take the issue to
our constituency, to the country, or any-
where we may wish to take it and con-
vince the people that we are right and
the other Members are wrong, Appoint-
ments to the various committees of the
Senate should be made on the same basis
on which appointments of chairmen of
committees and subcommittees are
made, except that appointments of new
Senators to a major committee shall be
an exception; and if other exceptions are
made there should be a clear, written
explanation of the reason. That written
explanation might be on the basis of
geography, or perhaps on the basis of an
ideological imbalance on the committee.
It might be on the basis of exceptional
competence, although I do not think one
would find much justification on that
basis, no matter how it was stated, be-
cause everybody feels that all Senators
are competent, and nobody is going to
make a public argument that any Sena-
tor is incompetent or less competent
than someone else.

I submit that if we try to stick as close
as we can to seniority then we can avoid
the kind of thing which happened with
respect to the Appropriations Commit-
tee this year, when a fine Senator, with
less seniority, but who voted with the
southerners in the crucial vote over the
filibuster—was given the appointment to
this prize, prime committee over two
other Senators with more seniority; one
who voted against the southerners con-
sistently on the filibuster, from the
North, and one who showed exceptional
courage and independence and frequent-
ly disagrees with his southern brethren.
I refer to the Senator from Texas [Mr,
YARBOROUGH].

Mr. CLARK. Will the Senator permit
me to interrupt?

Mr, PROXMIRE. The point the Sen-
ator wishes to stress is that when we
have a committee stacked against us
making the appointments—stacked
against us on the basis of elections from
the South, or ideological attitudes, or
whatever one wishes to call it—we need
the clearest and simplest criterion we
can get, applied with scrupulous fairness
and justice, and applied in such a way
that we can always take our case to
other Senators, or take our case to mem-
bers of the steering committee them-
selves, to say, “I have seniority over my
contender for this position, and should be
given the appointment.” If we have that
protection we will be considered fairly.
If we do not have it, it seems to me that
the Senator from Pennsylvania has made
a devastating case that we can expect to
lose out.

Mr. CLARK. If the Senator’s premise
is correct, his conclusion is entirely
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sound. I challenge the premise, for the
reasons I outlined a few minutes ago.

Nevertheless, the Senator’'s suggested
criterion, if adopted, would certainly be
far better than the situation under which
we now operate. Until such time as we
can successfully readjust the member-
ship of the steering committee to meet
ideology and geography, as, in effect, the
conference directed, I would support the
Senator.

Mr., PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor very much. With the exception
which has been mentioned—of the
newly elected Senators appointed to
committees regardless of seniority—the
steering committee now generally fol-
lows the policy of seniority. It does
make exceptions, however. When it
makes exceptions, I think we ought to
insist on justification. After all, it is
our steering committee. We appoint the
members. Why should we let them get
away with it? Why should we not in-
sist that they make an explanation,
either to the Senate or to the caucus, as
to why they wish to appoint A over B,
when B has seniority over A? They
ought to have a reason for it, other
than the fact that they like B better.

Mr. CLAREK. Let me point out to my
friend from Wisconsin that he will have
an opportunity on the floor of the Senate
to do exactly that next Monday. Per-
haps he was not in the Chamber when
that was arranged.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand that,
but I say to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania that these things are always ex-
tremely awkward. When any Senator
stands—particularly one who feels he
has not gotten his just due—and asks,
“Why was I not given this assignment
instead of another Senator?” it is ex-
tremely embarrassing. All those who
are involved are embarrassed. Senators
do not like to do that.

If this criterion were written into the
rules, and if it were regquired that the
steering committee, if it made this kind
of exception, would have to give its rea-
sons, in most cases we would have an
objective and fair criterion of seniority
applied. That would be true in most
instances, except when the discrimina-
tion was based on some good, solid,
sound justifiable reason like a gross geo-
graphical or ideological imbalance of the
kind we now have on the Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee.

Mr. CLARK. I am sure my friend
from Wisconsin does not think I was
without embarrassment when I began to
make this detailed speech.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect, but I am sure the Senator from
Pennsylvania has one great advantage.
It is very clear that the Senator is not
seeking in any way to serve his own in-
terests in making the speech. However,
if the Senator from Wisconsin or the
Senator from Texas should protest the
appointment of the Senator from Alaska
to the Committee on Appropriations over
their senior claims, it would be taken,
I think, by many people in the Senate
and outside the Senate, as coming with
bad grace. It is something which is not
done. For that reason, we would be in
a different position from that occupied by
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the Senator from Pennsylvania, who has
shown extraordinary courage and con-
viction in making the fine figcht he has
made.

Mr. CLARK. Let me say to my friend
from Wisconsin that I am sure there will
be some—perhaps many—who will say
that the reason I am making this speech
is that I was disappointed over not being
appointed to the Committee on Foreign
Relations. I have undertaken to lay that
ghost, whether successfully or not I do
not know.

The Senator from Wisconsin could
rise on the floor on Monday to challenge
the ignoring of seniority in each of the
nine cases in which he was not personally
involved. How, then, could anyone say
he was trying to feather his own nest?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania that I do not like
to suggest a statistic which weakens our
case, but in view of that challenge I do
not know how to avoid it. The fact is
that there were only two cases in which
seniority was ignored except in the
cases of junior Senators given more
than one committee; those two ex-
ceptions were first, the Appropriations
Committee assignment; and secondly
the assignment to the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to which the
Senator from Pennsylvania was ap-
pointed over the Senator from South
Carolina.

These assignments violated seniority.
There has been no jurisdiction, no ex-
planation for it. There should be. If a
junior member of a committee were
made chairman, the Senate and the
senior Members passed over would de-
serve an explanation. They would get
it. These two exceptions deserve ex-
planation too. Why don't we get one?

Mr. CLAREK. I do not know.

Mr. PROXMIRE. At any rate, I am
not inclined to make a fight either with
respect to the Appropriations Commit-
tee or the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration under the present circum-
stances; and the other decisions were
t'n(:sa.de in favor of the freshmen Sena-

I'S.

Mr. CLARK. Perhaps we could more
profitably continue our discussion some
other time.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I think so.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I turn
briefly to the question of packing and
stacking and shuffling.

There have been those who have sug-
gested that liberal Senators wanted to
pack committees. I suppose the analogy
was to the Roosevelt attempt to pack
the Supreme Court.

An effort has been made to make the
Senator from Pennsylvania appear, in-
deed, mildly unethical, because he wants
to change the size of these committees to
put supporters of the President of the
United States, to put able and experi-
enced Democratic Senators who sought
these assignments, on particular com-
mittees.

I think I have cited enough precedents
in the history of the Senate, when the
size of committees has been changed, to
meet the contingencies of the day. In
no instance have I asked that any com-
mittee be increased in size larger than
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it had been in the past, except the Ap-
propriations Committee, with respect to
which a special condition existed reflect-
ing the “bumping.”

Moreover, we are playing now, not with
a packed deck, but with a stacked deck.
The deck is stacked against the Presi-
dent of the United States, and I want
to shuffle that deck so that in the end the
President of the United States will have
his fair share of trumps and we can play
the game with an honest deck of cards.

I immediately again want to say that
I am not accusing anybody of dishonesty.
I am not accusing anybody of improper
motives. I am not accusing anyone of
doing anything other than desiring to
retain the status quo. But the status
quo is a stacked deck, and all I am try-
ing to do is unstack it, and I do not think
the comment that this involves packing
the committee has much justification.
REPUBLICAN MEMBERS OF THE ESTABLISHMENT

Mr. President, having said my fair
share—perhaps more than my fair
share—about the Democratic side of the
Senate establishment, I should like to
say a few words about their allies, the
Republican Members of the Senate
establishment. This is a small and
dwindling group of supporters of the
status quo.

I can remember, when I first came to
the Senate, there were 47 Republicans
here. That number, I am happy to say,
has now been reduced to 33, and among
those 33 is a small but active and able
group of liberal Republican Senators.
But the dwindling group of establish-
ment Republicans is still essential to the
establishment of the Senate and those
devoted to the status quo.

It is only with the aid of the able and
beloved minority leader, the champion
of the Republican establishment, that
our friends in the Democratic establish-
ment have been able to retain that con-
trol of key committees which is essen-
tial to be slowing down, if not the defeat,
of major progressive proposals of the
President of the United States.

I shall not name names, but I ask my
colleagues to look carefully at the mem-
bership of the Appropriations Commit-
tee, and I make the suggestion that the
bipartisan, conservative, status quo
establishment presently controls the Ap-
propriations Committee by a very nar-
row margin; and that if it had been in-
creased in number to 29 from 27, and the
Senator from New York had been left on
it from the Republican side, and a liberal
Democrat with seniority who had been
applying for the job had been placed on
it, the establishment might have lost
control of the Appropriations Commit-
tee, so razor thin is their control at the
moment.

Let us look at the Commitiee on
Armed Services. There the establish-
ment is in command, with the help of
the Republicans.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on the point of the Ap-
propriations Committee?

Mr. CLAREK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. One shocking im-
balance on the Appropriations Commit-
tee, is that eight of the subcommittees of
the Appropriations Committee have as
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chairmen southerners—two-thirds, 2
to 1.

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Here I think is a
striking example of the domination of
the policies of the Congress of the Unit-
ed States, or at least the U.S. Senate, by
one area of the country. I think this is
an element of appropriation control and
of power that has been overlooked.

None of us is challenging the right of
senior southerners to whatever position
they are entitled to; but how very mod-
erate and mild is the position taken by
the Senator from Pennsylvania. All he
is asking is that in committee assign-
ments some consideration be given—
equal and fair consideration—to Sena-
tors who are not from the South. We
recognize the enormous power the south-
erners have., We are not trying to un-
dermine it or even challenge it; we are
simply asking for fair consideration
under the rules which southerners cham-
pion and which suit their purposes very
well.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

I now turn to the vital assistance of
the Republican members of the estab-
lishment in maintaining control of the
Armed Services Committee, a committee
very important indeed to our national
security.

I think, in fairness, it might be pointed
out that when the establishment gets in-
to military affairs, they do not hold
back. I want to be careful in the choice
of my words, so as not to give affront.
But certainly the establishment in its
control of the Armed Services Commit-
tee is not notorious in its support of
the present or past administration’s ef-
forts to obtain test ban and disarma-
ment agreements with the Soviets. I
am sure this position is sincere, but I
point out that that committee, as any-
one who wishes to run his eye down its
membership will inevitably conclude, is
controlled by a bipartisan coalition of
the establishment which, I do not believe,
when the chips are down, will give sup-
port to certain efforts by the President
to ameliorate the cold war situation, or
to curtail that military and industrial
complex which President Eisenhower
referred to. I do not think we are going
to get much support from that commit-
tee on those matters, which I believe to
be in the public interest.

The next committee which the Re-
publicans are responsible for aiding the
conservative Democrats in completely
controlling is the Finance Committee. I
see an able member of that committee,
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas],
on the floor. I am certain he will agree
with me that the most fairminded and
objective observer, as he runs his eye
down the membership of the Finance
Committee, will inevitably conclude that
the bipartisan establishment has a ma-
jority of that committee firmly in its
grasp, to the detriment of the program
of the President of the United States.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Since an implicit
question has been asked of me, I would
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say in years past that has been the case.
We hope it will not be the case in the fu-
ture. Certainly it is a true statement of
what has happened in the past.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to point
out that even in the Finance Committee
there is a slow attrition working against
the bipartisan establishment. Its con-
trol of the Finance Committee was far
greater some years ago—in fact, when I
first came to the Senate—than it is to-
day. If we can increase the size of the
Finance Committee, as I have suggested,
we can probably wrest control of that
committee from the establishment, and
thus add it to the large number of other
committees over which the establish-
ment has lost control.

The next committee of which the es-
tablishment has control is the Foreign
Relations Committee. There I must
tread lightly, first, because of my own
personal interest in the matter, and sec-
ond, because the field of foreign relations
is very complicated and complex, involv-
ing shifts, depending upon the particular
issue, in the attitude and position of
members of that committee.

I will make the statement that on the
whole, and all things considered, as a
result of the two new appointments
which are being made to that committee,
the program of the President in foreign
affairs is in jeopardy so far as that pro-
gram is under the control of the Foreign
Relations Committee.

The next committee is the Committee
on Rules and Administration. I see my
friend the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PerLr] on the floor. He is an able
member of the Committee on Rules and
Administration. I point out that one
sardonic thing about what happened is
that the control of the establishment
over the Rules Committee has now
shrunk to a 5 to 4 majority.

I believe the Senator from Rhode
Island and I have some hope that with
the aid of our fine new Republican col-
leagues, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Coorer] and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Scorrl, we might just be
able to persuade a majority of the com-
mittee to bring to the floor of the Senate
some badly needed changes in our rules
and procedures, for which the Senator
from Rhode Island and I have been con-
tending.

To sum up this portion of my talk, I
emphasize the fact that this control of
the establishment over the Senate re-
quires the support of a dwindling group
of Republican conservatives headed by
the able and distinguished minority lead-
er, and that as a result of what has hap-
pened since the election of 1958, when
18 forward-looking, modern Senators
joined this body, and the election of
1960, when the Senator from Rhode Is-
land and several other Senators joined
this body, and now because of the elec-
tion of 1962, when a substantial group
of splendid forward-looking liberal Sen-
ators joined the Senate, the attrition
on the establishment has been very sub-
stantial indeed.

Let me point out that since 1958 the
establishment has lost control of the
Banking and Currency Committee, the
Commerce Committee, the Committee on
Government Operations, the Interior
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Committee, and, as of Monday believe
it or not, the Judiciary Committee. They
never had control of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare. They have
lost control of the Public Works Com-
mittee.

Therefore time is on our side. Unless
catastrophe overtakes the liberals of both
parties in the election of 1964, I prediect
that we are within striking distance of
obtaining control of the committee sys-
tem of the Senate for the liberal and
forward-looking elements on both sides
of the aisle.

Yesterday the majority leader, as re-
ported at page 2565 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, asked me to comment on
whether the actions of the steering com-
mittee had revealed a constant pattern
of bias in favor of junior Senators who
had voted against cloture and to overlook
the claim of Senators, frequently of
greater seniority, who had voted for clo-
ture. At that time I refused to make a
statement one way or the other because
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To my mind it would serve no useful
purpose for me to make any charge or
any statement one way or the other.
However I have had prepared a table
which shows the names of Senators on
the Democratic side who sought commit-
tee assignments, what their first, second,
and third choices were, and the position
they took either for or against a change
in rule XXII, and therefore, almost auto-
matieally, the position they took on
cloture.

I will state only facts. I will not draw
any conclusions., First I ask unanimous
consent that a copy of the compilation
prepared for me by my staff may be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

STAFP MEMORANDUM TO SENATOR CLARK

Twenty-two nonfreshman Democratic Sen-
ators submitted eligible * bids for new com-
mittee assignments as shown below., The
committees recelved, if any, and the posi-

tion of each Senator on the rule XXII
I wanted to assemble the facts. question, are indicated also.
Position on
» rule XXII
Name Committee assignments received Choice
For A
change cgl;;t
ettt A riations__._. i 1st_ x
'Ewgi?ﬁ" t Virginia) - ﬁﬁlﬁ‘w No. 1 eligibl * x
¥ (] S o o 0,16 o
Cannon C ce (applied for C ce and Fi e X
Clark. Rules No. 2. X
Engle None. X
Hart o No. 3. X
Hayd Interior. No. 1 X
Jordam. . Public Works. No. 1 ot X
Damﬂ&mw Nnns §
{1}
bﬁm Post Office and Clvil Bervice. No. 1 Fo X
o e w3
pr ons. RBgEES 0.
Muskie one X
Jeuberger. do. X
| e S S Government Operations No. 2. X
Proxmire. one. X
Smathers. . Foreign Relations____ No.1 X
Thurmond............ None. = 41X
Y h do. X
Young (Ohjo)._.oo.._ Armed Serviees No.2 x
CONCLUSIONS committee of his first choice, and that

1. Eight nonfreshmen Senators (BARTLETT,
Byrp, CannNoN, HaypEN, JomrpaN, McGEE,
SmaTHERS, THURMOND) Who opposed rules
change submitted eligible bids for new com-
mittee assignments. Seven of them (88 per-
cent) got new asslgnments. Six (75 percent)
got the assignments which represented their
first choice (only THURMOND was disap-
pointed.)

2. Pourteen nonfreshmen Senators who fa-
vored rules change applied for new commit-
tee assignments. Five (36 percent) got new
assignments (MansFieLp, Hart, PELL, YOUNG,
and Crarx); only one Senator (7 percent) of
the group—=8enator MansFIELD—got the com-
mittee which was his first choice.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, one who
analyzes this statement for the purpose
of determining the ultimate facts will see
that eight nonfreshmen Senators who
opposed a rules change submitted eligible
bids for new committee assignments.
Seven of the eight got new assignments.
Six of the eight got new assignments
which represented their first choice.
Fourteen nonfreshman Senators who fa-
vored a rules change applied for new
assignments. These were men who had
voted for cloture. Five of the fourteen
got new assignments. Only one got the

was the majority leader.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? This is a startling
analysis.

Mr. CLARK. I will yield in a moment.
These facts speak for themselves, and I
will not draw any conclusions therefrom.
I want to be very careful not to make
any charges which will either inflame
good friends of mine or result in my
being charged with misrepresenting the
facts. I now yield to the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator says
that eight nonfreshmen Senators who
opposed a rules change and supported
the South submitted eligible bids for
new committee assignments, and that
seven of those eight got new assignments,
and that six out of the eight, or three-
fourths, got their first choice.

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator is correct.
This appears in the table that I have
placed in the Recorn. The only non-
freshman Senator in this category who

1 Ineligible bids for the Space Committee
were submitted by Senators Byrp of West Vir-
ginia, MonNrONEY, and SPARKMAN,
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was disappointed was the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]. z

Mr. PROXMIRE. Then the Senator
says that 14 nonfreshmen Senators who
favored a rules change applied for new
committee assignments, and that in
sharp contrast whereas among those
who voted with the South on rules
change 88 percent, or 7 out of 8 had got-
ten an assignment they sought. Of those
who voted against the South only 5, or
nearly 36 percent, or 1 out of 3, got any
new assignment.

Mr. CLAREK. I might comment on
that. The five were Senator MANSFIELD,
who applied for Appropriations, and of
course the majority leader was unani-
mously given this choice, which he de-
served in terms of seniority; Senator
Harr, of Michigan, who, as I pointed out
earlier, was saved by the bell from get-
ting no new committee assignment at all;
Senator PELL, who was shanghaied and
given a committee he did not want to
serve on, although I am sure he will ren-
der very valuable service there; Senator
Youne of Ohio, who got his second
choice; and I, who squeaked onto the
Rules Committee by the skin of my teeth.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Only one of those
Senators, or 1 out of 14, got the com-
mittee which was his first choice, and
that was the majority leader. Is that
correct?

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The majority
leader.

Mr. CLAREK. Yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In other words, of
all the Senators applying for a commit-
tee assignment in the entire Senate who
opposed the South, only the majority
leader out of the 14 got his first choice.
In other words, all the others were turned
down, whereas of the Senators who had
voted with the South, six out of eight
got their first choice. Is that correct?

Mr. CLAREK. That is correct. I have
to add a footnote, which is in the analy-
sis I placed in the REecorp, that this com-
pilation excludes the bids of Senators
who were ineligible for the committee
seats they sought because they already
had so many major committee assign-
ments that they could not be assigned
to another one. Those Senators were:
Byrp of West Virginia, MonRONEY, and
SPARKMAN.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Then there was an-
other elimination, which reinforces the
objectivity of this analysis, and that is
that the freshman Senators were elimi-
nated from consideration in this par-
ticular analysis.

It was my feeling that many freshman
Senators, regardless of seniority, should
have been given their choice commit-
tees. The Senator from Pennsylvania
properly left that out of his considera-
tions. All the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is considering is why those Sen-
ators, not freshmen, failed to receive
choice committee assignments. It seems
to me the facts of the Senator from
Pennsylvania are simply devastating in
support—the Senator from Pennsylvania
is not saying this: I am—of the position
which I understood the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DovaLas] to take the other
day, when he said that it may well be—
I do not want to put any words in his
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mouth, either—that there was some con-
sideration of the vote on rule XXII when
the committee assignments were made.
I do not know how anybody can read
these figures without feeling that per-
haps this is true.

Mr, . I make no charge; I
have just stated the facts.

With respect to the freshman Sena-
tors, I point out that this resolution was
not dependent in any way on giving them
one first-class committee assignment.
In my opinion, it could have been worked
out so that they could have received two
first-class committee assignments and
still not have disappointed so many non-
freshman Senators in their ambitions.

Mr. President, I have several other
matters to discuss; but because of the
lateness of the hour, I shall terminate my
discussion at this point and resume it
tomorrow.

I thank the Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from Wisconsin for their
helpful intervention.

I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the order previously en-
tered, I move that the Senate adjourn
until 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
5 o'clock and 54 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned, under the order previously
entered, until tomorrow, Thursday, Feb-
ruary 21, 1963, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate February 20, 1963:
IN THE MARINE CoRPS RESERVE

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps Reserve for permanent appointment to
the grade of brigadier general:

William H. Elenke

Harry N. Lyon

The following-named officer of the Marine
Corps Reserve for temporary appointment to
the grade of brigadier general:

Sidney 5. McMath

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THurspAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1963

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. Felix Maguire, assistant pastor,
St. Lawrence Church, West Haven,
Conn., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we honor today the
Father of our Country, George Wash-
ington.

We thank You for sending him to us
when we needed him. We thank You
for keeping his image, his name, his
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memory, and his deeds a beacon to direct
our leaders over the difficult paths they
travel.

Grant that we show our gratitude not
by mere words but by the clear reflec-
tion in our deeds of the virtues that in-
spired him: that we have faith in You, in
our country, its leadership, its people;
that we be confident of Your strength to
carry us forward; that we have freedom
wherever we find it; that we be prudent,
just, temperate, and strong. We ask this
in Washington's memory and in Your
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
Monday, February 18, 1963, was read
and approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Miller, one of his secretaries.

GEORGE WASHINGTON'S FAREWELL
ADDRESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of February 18, 1963,
the Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Utah [Mr. Burron] to read George
Washington's Farewell Address.

Mr. BURTON read the farewell ad-
dress, as follows:

To the People of the United States:

FriENDS AND FELLOW CiITizENs: The
period for a new election of a citizen to
administer the executive government of
the United States being not far distant,
and the time actually arrived when your
thoughts must be employed in desig-
nating the person who is to be clothed
with that important trust, it appears to
me proper, especially as it may conduce
to a more distinet expression of the
public voice, that I should now apprise
you of the resolution I have formed, to
decline being considered among the
number of those, out of whom a choice
is to be made.

I beg you, at the same time, to do me
the justice to be assured, that this reso-
lution has not been taken, without a
strict regard to all the considerations
appertaining to the relation which binds
a dutiful citizen to his country; and that,
in withdrawing the tender of service
which silence in my situation might
imply, I am influenced by no diminution
of zeal for your future interest; no defi-
ciency of grateful respect for your past
kindness; but am supported by a full
conviction that the step is compatible
with both.

The acceptance of, and continuance
hitherto in the office to which your suf-
frages have twice called me, have been
a uniform sacrifice of inclination to the
opinion of duty, and to a deference for
what appeared to be your desire. I con-
stantly hoped that it would have been
much earlier in my power, consistently
with motives which I was not at liberty
to disregard, to return to that retirement
from which I had been reluctantly
drawn. The strength of my inclination
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to do this, previous to the last election,
had even led to the preparation of an
address to declare it to you; but mature
reflection on the then perplexed and
critical posture of our affairs with for-
eign nations, and the unanimous advice
of persons entitled to my confidence,
impelled me to abandon the idea.

I rejoice that the state of your con-
cerns, external as well as internal, no
longer renders the pursuit of inclination
incompatible with the sentiment of duty
or propriety; and am persuaded, what-
ever partiality may be retained for my
services, that in the present circum-
stances of our country, you will not
disapprove my determination to retire.

The impressions with which I first un-
dertook the arduous trust, were explained
on the proper occasion. In the dis-
charge of this trust, I will only say that
I have, with good intentions, contributed
towards the organization and admin-
istration of the government, the best ex-
ertions of which a very fallible judg-
ment was capable. Not unconscious in
the outset, of the inferiority of my qual-
ifications, experience, in my own eyes,
perhaps still more in the eyes of others,
has strengthened the motives to diffi-
dence of myself, and, every day, the in-
creasing weight of years admonishes me
more and more, that the shade of retire-
ment is as necessary to me as it will be
welcome. Satisfied that if any circum-
stances have given peculiar value to my
services they were temporary, I have
the consolation to believe that, while
choice and prudence invite me to quit
the political scene, patriotism does not
forhid it.

In looking forward to the moment
which is to terminate the career of my
political life, my feelings do not permit
me to suspend the deep acknowledgment
of that debt of gratitude which I owe to
my beloved country, for the many honors
it has conferred upon me; still more for
the steadfast confidence with which it
has supported me; and for the oppor-
tunities I have thence enjoyed of mani-
festing my inviolable attachment, by
services faithful and persevering, though
in usefulness unequal to my =zeal. If
benefits have resulted to our country
from these services, let it always be re-
membered to your praise, and as an in-
structive example in our annals, that
under circumstances in which the pas-
sions, agitated in every direction, were
liable to mislead amidst appearances
sometimes dubious, vicissitudes of for-
tune often discouraging—in situations
in which not unfrequently want of suc-
cess has countenanced the spirit of criti-
cism, the constancy of your support was
the essential prop of the efforts, and a
guarantee of the plans, by which they
were effected. Profoundly penetrated
with this idea, I shall carry it with me
to my grave, as a strong incitement to
unceasing vows that heaven may con-
tinue to you the choicest tokens of its
beneficence—that your union and broth-
erly affection may be perpetual—that
the free constitution, which is the work
of your hands, may be sacredly main-
tained—that its administration in every
department may be stamped with wisdom
and virtue—that, in fine, the happiness
of the people of these states, under the
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